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111 Preface 
I  often  wondered  how  Judaism  had  influenced  Paul  and  his  converts, 
particularly  with  regard  to  Paul's  first  letter  to  the  Corinthians.  Having  worked 
through  the  epistle  itself  and  pored  through  the  burgeoning  literature,  I  thought  one  of 
the  most  contentious  issues  must  be  that  of  the  question  of  God/s.  As  different 
religions  today  make  their  claims  as  to  the  truth  of  their  religions  and  their  respective 
Gods,  I  realised  that  such  claims  were  not  new.  In  fact,  the  passage  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1 
reveals  a  problem  that  concerns  the  question  of  God/s  and  the  claims  of  different  belief 
systems,  i.  e.  Jewish,  Christian,  and  Graeco-Roman.  This  question  is  important  as  1 
Cor  8.1-11.1  is  about  contact  with  other  religions,  and  loyalty  to  Christ.  The  fact  that 
Paul  devoted  three  chapters  to  the  discussion  of  this  issue  of  idolatry  suggests  that  it  is 
not  as  simple  as  eating/not  eating  idol-meat.  Thus,  I  was  motivated  to  find  out  why 
there  could  be  such  differences  of  opinion  with  regards  to  the  Gods  and  idolatry,  and 
what  parallels  there  might  be,  if  any,  in  the  Jewish  Diaspora. 
In  order  to  be  fair  to  all,  I  have  decided  to  use  the  upper  case  for  the  letter  `G' 
in  the  noun  `God',  whether  I  am  referring  to  the  God  of  Israel  (i.  e.  Yahweh),  or  God  of 
the  Jews,  or  God  of  the  Christians,  or  other  people's  Gods. 
As  to  citation,  I  have  used  the  `author:  date'  style  and  left  the  full  details  of  the 
secondary  literature  to  the  bibliography. 
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viii ABSTRACT 
1  Cor  8.1-11.1  concerns  the  subject  of  idolatry  in  first-century  Christianity  and 
ancient  Judaism.  Jews  and  Christians  differ  over  what  constitutes  idolatry;  and  even 
within  ancient  Judaism  and  early  Christianity,  there  was  no  consensus  on  what  it  meant. 
The  NT  passage  concerns  three  parties,  i.  e.  Paul,  the  `strong',  and  the  `weak',  who 
differed  over  idolatrous  practices.  Scholarly  opinions  concerning  this  particular 
passage  differ  significantly  and  one  of  the  most  important  reasons  for  this  state  of 
affairs  is  the  ambiguity  of  the  definition  of  idolatry.  In  this  thesis,  a  set  of  definitions 
are  set  up  which  are  applied  to  the  examination  of  the  various  relevant  Diaspora  Jewish 
literature,  inscriptions  and  papyri,  and  finally  the  NT  passage.  And  this  reveals  that 
while  there  is  a  package  of  definitions  of  idolatry,  these  definitions  do  not  always 
operate  as  a  package.  Jews  adopted  different  definitions  and  so  carved  out  spaces  for 
themselves.  Some  Jews  adopted  a  blanket  condemnation  of  anything  related  to  Gentile 
religions  and  idols,  e.  g.  Philo,  Josephus,  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  and  such  like.  Such 
Jews  operated  with  strict  definitions  of  idolatry  and  condemned  everything  related  to 
idols  and  their  makers.  Other  Jews  operated  with  different  definitions,  although  they 
still  held  the  view  that  there  was  only  one  God.  They  did  not  condemn  other  religious 
traditions  but  held  a  concept  that  allowed  the  identification  of  the  one  true  God  with 
other  people's  Gods,  i.  e.  other  people  in  fact  worshipped  the  true  God  but  called  him 
by  different  names.  These  differences  of  opinion  parallel  those  of  the  three  parties  in 
the  NT  passage  under  investigation.  The  `strong'  believed  that  there  was  only  one  God 
and  that  idols  were  nothing  in  the  world.  This  view  is  held  by  both  strict  as  well  as 
accommodating  Jews.  But  they  differed  over  how  this  view  might  be  applied.  The 
`strong'  in  Corinth  applied  this  knowledge  to  justify  their  attendance  at  pagan  temples 
and  their  consumption  of  idol-meat,  and  even  possible  participation  in  the  pagan 
ix religious  rituals.  For  them,  their  conversion  to  Christ  had  gained  them  the  `freedom' 
and  eýou  to  to  behave  in  such  a  manner.  The  `weak'  most  probably  adopted  a  strict 
Jewish  position  and  therefore  rejected  idolatry.  However,  they  lived  among  the 
`strong'  who  accommodated  to  idolatry.  Their  conscience  therefore  suffered.  Paul, 
however,  represents  quite  a  different  position.  He  was  a  Jew  who  converted  to  Christ's 
gospel  and  became  an  apostle  of  Jesus  Christ.  Although  he  was  brought  up  as  a  strict 
Jew,  Paul  no  longer  operated  with  strict  Jewish  definitions.  He  can  share  the  position 
of  the  `strong'  that  there  is  only  one  God  and  that  idols  are  nothing.  But  he  forbids  any 
attendance  at  pagan  temples  or  participation  in  their  religious  rituals,  for  he  believes 
that  such  behaviour  is  unfaithful  to  the  Lord  and  violates  the  covenant  with  Christ. 
Further,  eating  idol-meat  in  the  presence  of  idols  constitutes  an  act  that  dishonours  the 
true  God.  The  way  to  resolve  the  issue  lies  in  who  decides  what  constitutes  idolatry 
and  what  is  proper  Christian  behaviour.  In  this  regard,  Paul  re-affirms  his  apostolic 
authority  among  the  Corinthians  which  then  became  his  basis  for  deciding  and 
resolving  the  conflict  over  idolatry.  Almost  all  the  definitions  set  up  are  operative  in 
Paul.  And  Paul's  injunction  to  the  `strong'  is  to  flee  from  idolatry  because  idolatrous 
behaviour  would  incur  the  wrath  of  God  and  lead  to  God's  punishment,  which  is  the 
loss  of  one's  eschatological  salvation.  For  the  Diaspora  Jews,  the  `final  court  of 
appeal'  was  the  law;  but  for  the  Corinthian  church,  the  authority  Paul  sets  up  is  Christ, 
the  gospel,  salvation,  and  Paul  himself  as  the  founding  apostle. 
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xvii CIIAPTER  ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1  Introduction 
1  Cor  8.1-11.1  constitutes  the  key  passage  for  examining  and  understanding  the 
differences  of  opinion  in  early  Christianity  on  idolatry,  represented  by  three  positions. 
There  is  no  other  NT  text  that  devotes  such  length  to  the  discussion  of  this  topic.  And 
how  we  explain  these  differences  will  help  us  understand  where  the  battle  lines  on 
idolatry  are  drawn  in  the  conflict  within  early  Christianity  and  in  the  relation  between 
early  Christianity  and  early  Judaism.  Why  is  idolatry  so  important  as  to  warrant  Paul's 
lengthiest  discussion  in  1  Cor?  What  exactly  is  at  stake?  And  why  are  there 
differences  of  opinion  in  early  Christianity? 
One  of  the  key  issues  in  the  interpretation  and  understanding  of  1  Cor  8.1-11.1 
lies  in  the  parties  involved.  'Thus,  the  identities  of  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'  will 
illuminate  the  issue  in  the  passage.  Are  the  parties  Jewish  Christians  or  Gentile 
Christians?  Or  is  it  a  question  of  conflict  between  a  Jewish  Paul  and  Gentile 
Christians'  (converts')  opinion?  Or  is  it  a  conflict  between  a  Christian  Paul  and  his 
Jewish  opponents?  The  identities  of  the  groups  will  help  us  understand  their 
ideologies,  and  therefore  their  actions. 
But  is  this  a  question  of  ethnicity?  It  has  been  assumed  by  most  scholars  that 
the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'  were  either  Gentile  or  Jewish  Christians,  simply  on  the 
basis  of  their  opinions/practices.  However,  the  issue  of  idolatry  in  this  passage  is 
much  more  complex  and  it  may  reflect  the  fact  that  Judaism  and  Jewish  ethnicity  need 
not  go  alongside  each  other.  For  example,  the  `strong'  need  not  be  ethnically  Jewish 
even  though  they  may  subscribe  to  a  theology  that  is  informed  by  the  Jewish  scripture, 
while  their  practice  may  be  non-traditional.  Similarly,  the  `weak'  may  subscribe  to  a 2 
theology  shared  by  the  `strong',  but  adopt  traditional  practice,  without  necessarily 
being  ethnically  Jewish.  What  seems  clear  is  that  the  ethnicity  of  the  parties  involved 
does  not  necessarily  correlate  with  their  practice.  The  only  party  whose  theology  is 
informed  by  the  Jewish  scripture,  whose  practice  is  somewhat  modified  (i.  e. 
Christian),  and  who  is  clearly  an  ethnic  Jew  is  Paul. 
This  chapter  therefore  seeks  to  survey  the  scholarly  opinions  on  1  Cor  8.1-11.1 
and  draw  out  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  various  interpretations.  This  will 
throw  light  on  how  the  passage  may  be  viewed.  The  first  step  in  my  task  is  to  carry 
out  an  initial  analysis  of  the  textual  evidence  concerning  the  parties  of  the  `strong'  and 
the  `weak'. 
1.2  Textual  evidence  -  initial  analysis/survey 
1.2.1  Two  groups  -  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak' 
The  `weak'  -  real  or  hypothetical 
Although  the  vast  majority  of  scholars  have  accepted  the  existence  of  two 
groups  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1,  it  was  J.  C.  Hurd  who  first  suggested  that  there  were  not  two 
groups  in  the  church  at  Corinth.  '  He  argues  that  at  those  three  points  where  the  two 
terms  (i.  e.  `strong'  and  `weak')  are  used  in  direct  opposition  to  each  other  (1  Cor  1.25, 
26-27;  4.10),  they  do  not  refer  to  two  parties.  2  Outside  1  Cor  8,  Hurd  does  not  see  any 
consistent  usage  of  the  terms,  nor  any  evidence  supporting  the  notion  of  two  groups. 
The  problem  of  idolatry  is  basically  between  Paul  and  the  Corinthians  as  a  whole.  He 
thus  posits  that  Paul  created  the  hypothetical  `weak'  Christians  as  a  way  to  discourage 
the  Corinthians  from  eating  idol"meat.  3 
1  Hurd  1983:  125. 
2  Hurd  1983:  124. 
3  This  idea  is  followed  by  Fee  1980:  176.  However,  in  his  commentary  (1987:  378)  he  seems  to  imply 
the  existence  of  these  `weak'  Christians. 3 
Similarly,  Gooch  does  not  think  that  those  passages  indicating  two  groups  (e.  g. 
8.7-13;  9.22;  10.28;  11.18-22,33-34)  support  the  notion  of  these  groups'  existence.  4 
Gooch's  argument  is  that  11.18-22,33-34  have  a  different  context,  while  the  `weak'  of 
9.22  are  non-Christians.  However,  he  offers  no  explanation  for  10.28.  And  he  does 
not  think  8.1-13  reflects  the  existence  of  the  `weak'  either.  Although  8.1-4  `echoes  the 
views  of  the  strong,  there  are  no  similar  echoes  of  the  views  of  the  weak;  while  in  8.1 
and  8.4  we  hear  the  Corinthians,  in  8.7-13  we  hear  not  the  weak  Corinthians  but 
Paul'.  5  Noting  the  conditional  nature  of  Paul's  objections  (e.  g.  `lest  in  some  way' 
[8.9];  `if  good  is  an  obstacle'  [8.13]),  Gooch  concludes  that  Paul  sets  up  a  hypothetical 
case  of  the  `weak'  ('if  someone  sees  you  [8.10],  and  `if  someone  says'  [10.28]).  6 
Are  the  `weak'  real  or  hypothetical?  In  1  Cor  8.1-6  Paul  seems  to  agree  with 
the  basic  position  of  the  Corinthians.  However,  v  7,  ckX7'  ovx  v  7täßty  Ij 
pwatS...,  begins  with  a  strong  `but'.  7  This  gives  another  side  of  the  situation. 
Indeed,  `we  all  have  knowledge'  (8.4),  yet  Paul  in  v7  quickly  points  out  that  there  are 
some  who  do  not  share  the  `knowledge'.  This  statement  of  Paul  is  neither  conditional 
nor  hypothetical;  but  a  bare  assertion  of  a  fact.  The  `strong'  Corinthians  would  know 
best  whether  or  not  all  of  them  possess  the  same  knowledge  of  vv  1  and  4. 
Further,  in  1  Cor  8.9,  the  `strong'  are  reminded  that  they  ought  to  ensure  that 
their  freedom  does  not  become  a  stumbling  block  to  the  `weak'  (wIS  th  Oeveatv),  a 
reference  to  a  specific  group  -  the  `weak'.  If  Hurd  and  Gooch  are  right  that  Paul  is 
4  Gooch  1993:  61-68. 
Gooch  1993:  66.  Cf.  Hurd  1983:  117-25.  Gooch's  argument  basically  follows  that  of  Hurd. 
6  Gooch  1993:  66.  Cf.  Fee  1987:  385,  and  also  his  n50  where  he  argues  that  the  urgency  of  Paul's 
response  here  and  in  10.1-22  suggests  that  it  is  a  'real',  not  a  hypothetical  case.  Similarly,  Hays 
1997:  143  points  out  that  Paul  is  `worried'  that  the  'weak'  will  be  `drawn  into  the  powerful  world  of 
pagan  cult'. 
Cf.  Fee  1987:  378  who  says  that  the  strong  adversative  'but'  indicates  that  Paul  is  about  to  qualify  his 
statement. 4 
trying  to  dissuade  the  Corinthians  from  eating  idol-meat  by  setting  up  a  hypothetical 
case  of  the  `weak',  then  it  would  only  serve  as  a  justification  for  the  `strong'  to  eat 
idol-meat,  since  there  really  are  no  `weak'  members:  `since  there  are  no  "weak" 
members  among  us',  they  might  say,  `we  suppose  we  can  therefore  freely  eat  idol- 
meat'.  The  only  way  to  understand  v9  seems  to  be  to  take  the  `weak'  to  be  a  real 
group. 
1  Cor  8.10  indicates  further  that  the  `weak'  are  a  real,  not  a  hypothetical  group 
of  Corinthians.  `For  if  others  see  you,  who  possess  knowledge...  '.  Who  are  these 
`others'?  They  are  contrasted  with  `you',  i.  e.  the  `strong'  Corinthians  who  possess 
knowledge.  The  context  shows  they  cannot  be  unbelievers.  In  other  words,  these 
`others'  have  to  be  those  members  who  do  not  possess  the  knowledge  of  the  `strong' 
and  they  are  none  other  than  the  `weak'  referred  to  in  8.9. 
1  Cor  8.11  refers  to  the  one  who  is  `weak'  (b  d  cyOevc3v)  and  attributes  his/her 
destruction  if  he/she  eats  idol-meat  to  `your  knowledge'  ('cjj  6'n  yvciS6EL).  8  Those 
who  have  knowledge  in  v  11  are  those  of  v  10;  and  the  `weak'  of  v  11  would  be  the 
`others'  of  v  10. 
From  the  textual  evidence  of  1  Cor  8,  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  `weak' 
group  is  not  hypothetical  but  real.  Horrell  argues,  `there  are  no  compelling  grounds  to 
doubt  that  differences  of  opinion  and  practice  existed  at  Corinth;  indeed,  much  of 
Paul's  exhortation  would  be  rather  pointless  if  it  did  not'  .9 
We  can  thus  proceed  on 
this  assumption  of  the  existence  of  the  `weak'  group.  Who  they  are  and  what 
viewpoint  they  represent  is  less  agreed,  and  is  to  be  surveyed  below. 
$b  tip  ap  yvaSaEt...  has  strong  textual  support:  P46  N*  A  (B)  D(2)  FG  33  pc  latt;  Irl°`  (Cl). 
9  Horrell  1997a:  85. The  `strong'  -a  question  of  label 
There  is  no  dispute  among  scholars  over  the  existence  of  the  `strong'.  The 
issue  is  with  who  they  are  and  what  viewpoint  they  represent.  This  question  will  be 
left  to  a  later  section  (1.2.3).  We  will  for  now  look  at  the  text  to  see  what  Paul  calls 
them. 
To  be  sure,  Paul  never  refers  to  this  group  as  the  `strong',  whereas  in  Rom 
14.1-15.7  Paul  specifically  mentions  two  groups:  the  `weak'  and  the  `powerful'.  Is  the 
use  of  the  term  `strong'  therefore  justifiable? 
From  1  Cor  8.1,  it  seems  clear  that  this  group  of  Corinthians  possess 
knowledge,  which  refers  to  the  knowledge  of  the  `One  God'  and  the  non-existence  of 
idols.  They  may  therefore  be  called  the  `knowledgeable'.  A  further  hint  about  the 
`strong'  is  seen  in  1  Cor  8.9  -  they  believe  they  enjoy  a  liberty  that  allows  them  to 
freely  eat  idol-meat  at  pagan  temples  (8.10),  at  the  homes  of  unbelievers  (10.27),  and 
that  bought  from  the  market  (10.25).  This  is  in  contrast  to  the  `weak'  who  have 
difficulty  with  such  meats. 
Since  Paul  mentions  the  `weak'  (i.  e.  in  conscience,  8.7b,  9,1Ob,  11),  we  may 
assume  that  there  is  a  group  of  the  `strong'  in  contrast  to  the  `weak'.  And  the  texts 
above  indicate  the  existence  of  a  group  which  may  be  variously  called  the  `strong',  the 
`knowing',  or  the  `knowledgeable'.  The  reference  to  the  group  who  have  yvwßtg  as 
the  `strong'  is  therefore  made  in  this  thesis  for  the  sake  of  convenience.  The  term  is 
chosen  as  a  contrast  to  the  `weak'.  By  using  this  term,  I  mean  no  more  than  that  the 
`strong'  behave  in  a  certain  way  that  is  informed  by  their  knowledge  and  they  have  a 
`strong'  conscience.  Although  the  term  `Gnostics'  is  a  possible  description  of  the 
`strong',  its  use  is  not  helpful  as  it  is  normally  associated  with  second-century 6 
movements.  The  use  of  the  term  could  risk  reading  into  a  first-century  text  the  ideas 
and  thoughts  of  the  second-century.  10 
We  now  move  to  a  closer  look  at  the  text  to  glean  what  may  be  deduced 
concerning  the  identities  of  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'. 
1.2.2  The  `weak' 
Central  to  our  understanding  of  the  `weak'  and  their  identity  is  the  passage  in  1 
Cor  8.7,  WE  We  will  look  at  1  Cor  8.7b  first  and  only  at  1  Cor  8.7a  later  since  the 
latter  is  linked  to  1  Cor  8.9ff.  In  1  Cor  8.7b,  tity¬  S  SE  tijj  uuvrOsia  9cos  dp'tt  tioü 
Ei&i  ov  cbS  e  öwXOOutiov  EaOiou  tv,  xai  ý  avvctöi  atS  aütiwv  ciao  VTI; 
ovo'a  µoXvve'tat,  there  is  a  hint  that  the  `weak'  are  former  pagans  since  they  were 
`accustomed'  to  idols.  The  word  translated  here  `accustomed',  cy,  =10  ta,  has  a 
variant  reading,  that  is,  auvctör  aet,  found  in  several  Western  texts  (e.  g.  DG  Vulgate 
N2)  and  some  Latin  Fathers.  However,  the  former,  ßuvi1Oet  , 
is  to  be  preferred  to  the 
latter,  as  it  is  well  supported  by  N*  ABP  q'  33  81  630  1739  al.  According  to  Metzger 
the  latter  reading  `arose  through  assimilation  to  the  following  ßvvctöT  c  et'.  11  But  are 
the  `weak'  necessarily  Gentiles?  Scholars  in  general  tend  to  adopt  this  interpretation 
on  the  basis  that  Jewish  Christians  cannot  have  been  accustomed  to  idols.  12  However, 
1  Cor  8  does  not  explicitly  state  that  the  `weak'  are  Gentile  Christians.  While  Gentiles 
are  accustomed  to  idols,  the  `weak'  referred  to  above  could  possibly  be  `liberal'  Jews 
who  accommodated  themselves  to  idolatry  in  the  past,  before  their  conversion  to 
10  Fee  1987:  365,  n32  argues  against  calling  the  Corinthians  `Gnostics'  as  this  is  anachronistic  `since 
those  systems  do  not  emerge  until  the  second  century'. 
1  Metzger  1971:  557;  cf.  Fee  1987:  376,  nI  who  agrees  with  this  conclusion.  Cf.  Murphy-O'Connor 
1978b:  551. 
12  E.  g.  Fee  1987:  378  suggests  their  former  lives  were  pagans;  similarly  Hays  1997:  141  says,  these  are 
`Gentile  converts  from  paganism';  Conzelmann  1975:  147. 7 
Christ  (see  chapter  4,  and  especially  4.6  below).  Thus,  we  cannot  be  certain  as  to 
whether  the  `weak'  are  Gentile  Christians  on  the  basis  of  1  Cor  8.7. 
We  need  to  consider  the  rovei.  8rjats  of  the  `weak'.  What  does  Paul  mean 
when  he  refers  to  the  weak  auvetöTlanc?  Robertson-Plummer  explain  it  in  terms  of 
an  `unilluminated  conscience',  that  is,  the  `weak'  lack  the  knowledge  of  the  `strong'  to 
enlighten  them  in  their  practice.  13  Fee  defines  this  as  the  experiential,  emotional  level 
of  a  person.  14  That  is  to  say,  although  some  people  may  have  the  knowledge  that  there 
is  only  one  God  and  idols  are  non-existent,  emotionally  they  are  unable  to  let  their 
`knowledge'  inform  their  practice  because  of  their  past  association  with  idolatry.  But 
why  is  their  conscience  defiled  (µo%1  vctca,  8.7)?  And  why  would  they  be  destroyed 
(thtOXXv'toct,  8.11)?  And  why  would  their  conscience  be  wounded  (tivittiov'teg, 
8.12)?  There  are  two  important  points  to  note.  The  first  is  by  eating  idol-meat  the 
`weak'  face  `destruction'.  This  suggests  that  the  question  of  `salvation'  is  involved 
here,  which  further  suggests  that  the  `faith'  of  the  `weak'  is  undermined.  The  second 
is  the  two  words  `defile'  (8.7)  and  `wound'  (8.12)  probably  mean  the  same  effect  of 
eating  idol-meat. 
This  leads  to  the  consideration  of  8.9ff.  Because  the  `weak'  believe  that  the 
idols  still  hold  power,  they  believe  it  totally  wrong  to  eat  idol-meat.  Thus,  if  they  eat 
idol-meat,  they  will  be  defiling  and  hurting  their  `conscience',  that  is,  acting  against 
their  belief  and  destroying  their  `faith'  in  Christ.  '  5  In  this  case,  the  `conscience'  of  the 
`weak'  may  be  described  as  a  kind  of  `spiritual  condition'  that  undergirds  their 
relationship  with  Christ  which,  if  it  is  not  carefully  handled,  can  also  undermine  that 
"  Roberson-Plummer  1911:  168-69. 
14  Fee  1987:  379. 
15  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  169,  'they  cannot  eat  tx  itia'ttwS  (Rom  14.23)'.  Similarly  Hering 
1962:  73. 8 
relationship.  Hays  is  right  to  say  that  Paul  is  worried  that  the  `weak'  would  be  drawn 
into  the  pagan  cult.  16  This  makes  sense  for  Gentile  Christians  who  have  `turned  to 
God  from  idols'  (cf.  I  Cor  12.2;  1  Thess  1.9-10),  i.  e.  their  6vvst5rjatc  has  been 
significantly  `Judaised'  when  they  become  Christ-believers.  But  these  are  the  only 
cases  Paul  records.  Further,  the  use  of  c6  Si6cOXOOu'tov  in  8.7  also  suggests  a 
Jewish  influence  on  the  `weak',  as  the  term  is  clearly  a  compound  of  d&oXov,  and 
the  suffix  -Auwo  . 
'7  Further,  in  1  Cor  10.28,  Paul  advises  abstention  from  the  food 
that  has  been  specifically  pointed  out  to  be  sacrificial  food.  The  term  appears  to  be 
attributed  to  unbelievers  and  in  that  case  it  is  iepöOutiov,  thus  suggesting  that  Paul  in 
8.7  is  representing  the  `weak'  in  their  use  of  the  term  F,  180,60-  tov.  We  cannot, 
therefore,  conclude  about  the  ethnicity  of  the  `weak'  simply  on  the  basis  of  their 
former  idolatrous  practice  (see  chapter  4  below).  All  that  can  be  said  about  the  `weak' 
is  that  they  used  to  worship  idols;  but  as  Christ-believers  they  now  believe  it  is  wrong 
to  continue  their  idolatrous  practice. 
1.2.3  The  `strong' 
In  1  Cor  8-10,  there  are  a  few  important  probable  quotes  from  the  Corinthians 
which  will  illuminate  the  identity  of  the  `strong',  namely,  8.1,4,  and  8. 
I  Cor  8.1  appears  to  be  a  quote  from  the  Corinthian  `strong',  `we  all  possess 
knowledge'.  18  The  fact  that  this  is  a  quote  from  the  `strong'  may  be  seen  in  Paul's 
immediate  corrective  statement,  `knowledge  puffs  up,  but  love  builds  up',  and  from 
8.7a  where  a  similar  corrective  statement  is  made.  It  is  also  seen  in  the  use  of 
oi6aµcv  &tt  both  here  and  in  v  4,  which  is  a  formula  to  introduce  what  the  `strong' 
16  Hays  1997:  142. 
17  Cf.  Büchsel  1964:  378-79. 
18  This  is  well  accepted  by  scholars;  e.  g.  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  163;  Hering  1962:  67;  Barrett 
1968:  189;  Conzelmann  1975:  140;  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  545;  Fee  1987:  365;  and  Hays  1997:  136. 9 
have  said.  19  It  shows  that  the  `strong'  are  those  who  have  a  particular  type  of 
knowledge.  What  is  this  `knowledge'? 
The  knowledge  of  the  `strong'  is  probably  summed  up  in  8.4:  `we  know  that 
there  is  no  idol  in  the  world  and  there  is  no  God  but  one'.  Apart  from  the  oi6a  tcv 
b'tt  formula,  Paul's  qualifying  statement  in  8.5-6  further  shows  that  8.4  is  a  slogan  of 
the  'strong'.  20  Conzelmann  rightly  says  that  v5  introduces  Paul's  criticism  of  the 
knowledge  of  the  `strong',  i.  e.  there  are  indeed  so-called  `Gods'  and  `lords',  with  v6 
acting  as  the  basis  of  Paul's  argument.  21  There  are  two  clauses  in  8.4.  The  first  is  the 
rejection  of  idols  (ovUv  ciöcokov  ev  i  tq  ).  The  second  seems  to  reflect  the 
monotheistic  nature  of  the  shema  (oüö£iq  OP-6g  Ei  µßj  E1S,  cf.  Deut  6.4),  which 
would  suggest  Jewish  influence.  Although  the  Jewish  influence  of  the  second  clause 
cannot  be  fully  confirmed,  since  pagans  can  equally  adopt  the  same  belief,  the  use  the 
word  Ethcw?,  ov  in  the  first  clause  suggests  it  is  more  likely  Jewish.  Further,  Paul's 
inclusion  of  the  Christian  confession  in  8.6  suggests  that  he  thinks  the  `knowledge'  of 
the  `strong'  is  inadequate.  22  Scholars  agree  that  in  8.6  Paul  is  setting  out  the  Christian 
tradition  of  redemption  and  creation  in  Christ.  23 
1  Cor  6.12  and  10.23  reveal  more  about  the  `strong'.  In  both  of  these,  the 
clause  itävtia  (tot)  tkeatity  is  a  claim  of  the  `strong'  that  they  have 
19  Cf.  /AGD  on  6Tt.  See  also  Fee  1987:  365,  n31  and  370,  n6;  and  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  163,166. 
20  Like  8.1a,  8.4  is  well  recognised  by  scholars  as  a  slogan  of  the  Corinthian  `strong';  e.  g.  Robertson- 
Plummer  1911:  166;  Barrett  1968:  189;  Conzelmann  1975:  142;  Fee  1987:  370-71;  Hays  1997:  138-39. 
21  Conzelmann  1975:  143-44.  Cf.  Fee  1987:  370  who  agrees  with  this  basic  point  that  Paul  is  qualifying 
in  vv  5-6  what  the  `strong'  have  said  in  v4  (Fee  provides  a  detailed  exegesis  in  370-76).  See  also  Hays 
1997:  139. 
22  While  some  scholars  see  8.6  as  clear  evidence  of  Paul's  belief  in  the  pre-existence  of  Christ  (e.  g. 
Robertson-Plummer  1911:  168;  Conzelmann  1975:  144-45),  this  is  not  the  main  point  of  8.6  as  Hays 
(1997:  140)  rightly  points  out;  it  is  in  fact  Paul's  qualification  of  the  `knowledge'  of  the  `strong'  with  a 
Christological  twist,  thus  setting  out  the  basic  principle  of  his  argument  throughout  I  Cor  8-10. 
23  E.  g.  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  168;  Barrett  1968:  193;  Conzelmann  1975:  145;  Fee  1987:  375-76 10 
E4ovßia/£XcDOEpia.  Robertson-Plummer  think  these  are  Paul's  own  words  to  mean 
all  things  `indifferent',  which  however  have  been  misused  by  the  Corinthians.  24 
Others,  however,  generally  take  this  to  be  a  claim  of  the  'strong'.  25  The  general 
consensus  among  scholars  is  that  the  `strong'  claim  their  `freedom'  in  Christ  to  do 
what  they  like.  Hence  Paul  in  6.12  and  10.23  immediately  negates  this  principle  of  the 
`strong'  by  arguing  that  not  all  things  `benefit'  (6.12)  or  `build  up'  (10.23).  He  implies 
in  6.12b  that  the  Corinthians  have  allowed  such  things  as  food  and  sexual  immorality 
to  `enslave'  them.  And  in  10.23,  he  suggests  the  exercise  of  the  `rights'  of  the  `strong' 
does  not  benefit/edify  the  `weak', 
The  above  textual  evidence  raises  several  questions  about  the  `strong':  who  are 
the  `strong'?  Are  they  Jewish  Christians  who,  after  becoming  Christ-believers,  adopt  a 
`liberal'  stance  towards  idolatry?  Or  are  they  Gentile  Christians  (including  former 
God-fearers)  who  have  come  to  view  idols  as  nothing  and  therefore  feel  at  liberty  to 
eat  idol-meat?  Or  could  they  be  a  combination  of  Jewish  and  Gentile  Christians,  both 
of  whom  have  come  to  believe  in  Christ  but  are  equally  influenced  by  Judaism,  as  seen 
in  1  Cor  8.4?  Or  should  we  proceed  on  the  question  of  their  ethnicity?  In  other  words, 
can  the  ethnicity  of  the  `strong'  be  determined  and  depended  upon  to  illuminate  the 
issue  of  idol-meat  in  1  Cor  8-10?  Or  should  we  not  search  for  the  answer  concerning 
the  issue  of  idol-meat  in  different  places?  In  other  words,  should  we  not  look  at  their 
belief  and  practice,  instead  of  their  ethnicity,  to  enlighten  our  understanding  of  1  Cor 
8-10?  This  leads  to  another  set  of  questions.  What  is  the  basis  of  the  viewpoint  of  the 
`strong'?  1  Cor  8.4  suggests  that  the  Jewish  shema  is  the  basis  of  their  viewpoint. 
Does  that  suggest  that  the  `strong'  might  have  been  influenced  by  Judaism?  If  the 
24  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  121,219. 
25  Cf.  Hering  1962:  97;  Barrett  1968:  239;  Conzelmann  1975:  108,176;  Fee  1987:  251-52,478-79;  Hays 
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`strong'  have  been  influenced  by  Judaism,  can  we  find  parallels  to  their  behaviour  in 
the  literature  of  about  the  same  period  and  in  a  similar  social  context  (i.  e.  the 
Diaspora)?  What  about  their  claim  that  they  have  Ekouatak  m)OF-pta?  If  the 
`strong'  have  Jewish  influence,  are  there  Jewish  parallels  to  such  claims?  These  are 
questions  which  we  will  seek  to  explore  and  answer  in  the  course  of  our  study  below. 
We  will  now  proceed  to  survey  the  literature  on  the  interpretations  of  the 
situation  at  Corinth  in  general,  and  of  1  Cor  8-10  in  particular. 
1.3  Survey  of  interpretations  of  conflicts  in  Corinth 
1.3.1  The  influence  of  a  Petrine  party  in  Corinth 
F.  C.  Baur 
It  was  F.  C.  Baur  who  in  1831  suggested  that  there  were  two  opposing  groups 
within  early  Christianity,  namely  the  party  of  the  older  apostles  and  that  of  Paul. 
Although  the  relationship  between  the  older  apostles  and  Paul  appeared  harmonious 
superficially,  there  were  tensions  and  disagreements.  26 
Paul  had  built  his  Gentile  churches  without  requiring  them  to  keep  the  Jewish 
laws  and  traditions.  This  alarmed  the  Jerusalem  apostles  who  sent  representatives  to 
Antioch  to  see  what  was  happening.  It  was  there  that  a  confrontation  took  place 
between  Paul  and  Peter.  27  This  same  problem  continued  at  the  church  in  Galatia  where 
the  opponents  of  Paul  had  confused  the  Christians  with  the  requirement  of  the  law.  28 
While  in  Ephesus,  Paul  heard  news  of  a  renewal  of  the  Galatian  experiences  at 
the  church  in  Corinth  where  the  opponents  of  Paul  were  the  itinerant  pseudo-apostles 
who  invoked  or  bore  the  name  of  Peter.  29  Peter  himself  never  came  to  Corinth. 
26  Baur  1876:  127. 
27  Baur  1878:  52-4. 
2  Baur  1878:  56f. 
29  Baur  1878:  61;  Kümmel  1972:  129. 12 
However,  those  opponents  of  Paul  were  in  fact  trying  to  infiltrate  the  Corinthian 
church  where,  knowing  that  imposing  Jewish  requirements  would  not  be  effective  in  a 
predominantly  Gentile  church,  they  sought  to  attack  Paul's  apostolic  authority.  30 
These  opponents  were  almost  entirely  Gentile  Christians  who  attached  themselves  to 
Peter  and  fought  the  cause  of  the  Jewish  Christians.  3  1  This  resulted  in  the  Corinthian 
church  members  dividing  themselves  into  parties  of  whom  the  majority  were  the  most 
faithful  to  Paul.  32 
For  Baur,  Apollos  never  posed  a  problem  since  he  was  a  friend  and  successor 
of  Paul.  33  The  real  problem  lies  with  the  parties  of  Peter  and  Christ.  But  these  are  in 
fact  the  same  party  under  different  names:  the  Peter  party  was  so  called  because  Peter 
held  the  primacy  among  the  Jewish  apostles  while  the  Christ  party  was  so  called 
because  the  members  asserted  direct  contact  with  Christ  to  be  the  chief  requirement  of 
apostolic  authority.  34 
Baur  does  not  mention  how  this  perspective  may  apply  to  1  Cor  8-10.  And  it  is 
not  clear  how  the  conflict  affected  the  issue  of  idol  food.  Baur's  thesis  suggests  that 
there  is  a  Jewish  influence  in  1  Cor,  including  8-10.  However,  Baur's  thesis  is  not 
without  problems.  First,  in  1  Cor  8-10  Paul  does  not  explicitly  reject  Jewish 
requirements  of  the  law.  Had  the  same  Judaising  opponents  from  the  Galatian  church 
been  present  at  Corinth,  Paul  would  have  countered  them  with  further  condemnation. 
However,  there  is  neither  such  a  condemnation  nor  any  specific  reference  to  the 
encounter  at  Galatia,  nor  the  confrontation  at  Antioch.  It  appears  that  Baur's  thesis 
may  over-simplify  the  multiple  kinds  of  conflicts  in  Pauline  churches. 
30  Baur  1876:  259,266. 
31  Baur  1878:  64f. 
32  Baur  1876:  259. 
37  Baur  1876:  260f. 
34  Baur  1876:  267. 13 
T.  W.  Manson  and  A.  Elirlaardt 
Manson  and  Ehrhardt  separately  suggested  a  somewhat  modified  version  of 
Baur's  thesis,  that  Peter  was  the  one  behind  the  conflict  between  the  Corinthians  and 
Paul.  Manson  suggested  that  when  Paul  in  1  Cor  3.10-17  mentions  there  is  another 
trying  to  build  on  his  foundation,  it  is  either  `Peter  himself  or  someone  acting  on  his 
behalf  who  was  trying  to  mar  the  work  of  Paul  and  provide  the  alternative  foundation 
(cf.  Matt  16.18).  35 
According  to  Manson,  after  James  had  taken  over  the  leadership  of  the 
Jerusalem  church  where  Peter  used  to  take  the  leading  place,  there  is  `evidence  of 
attempts  to  assert  the  authority  of  Peter  in  the  sphere  of  Paul's  work',  36  hence  the 
Cephas  party.  The  Christ  party  stood  at  the  `opposite  extreme'  to  the  Cephas  party. 
They  believed  Christ  to  mean  something  like  `God,  freedom,  and  immortality',  where 
God  meant  a  refined  philosophical  monotheism,  freedom  meant  `emancipation  from 
the  puritanical  rigours  of  Palestinian  barbarian  authorities  into  the  wider  air  of  self- 
realisation',  and  immortality  meant  `the  sound  Greek  doctrine  as  opposed  to  the  crude 
Jewish  notion  of  the  Resurrection'.  37  Thus  Paul  in  Corinth  is  fighting  on  two  fronts. 
Of  particular  relevance  to  I  Cor  8-10,  Manson  posited  that  it  was  the  Cephas 
party  who  raised  the  issue  of  idol-meat  (i.  e.  in  reference  to  the  decree).  38  For  Jewish 
conscience  and  sensitivity  about  idolatry  leads  to  the  objection  being  raised,  and 
whenever  such  an  objection  is  raised,  `Jewish  or  Jewish-Christian  scruples  are 
involved'.  39  For  Paul,  Jewish  `taboos'  do  not  apply  to  a  predominantly  Gentile 
Christian  community,  and  the  decree  is  meant  only  for  the  church  at  Antioch.  Thus, 
35  Manson  1962:  194. 
36  Manson  1962:  196. 
37  Manson  1962:  207. 
38  Manson  1962:  200. 
39  Manson  1962:  200. 14 
his  way  of  dealing  with  the  objection,  even  though  he  had  to  agree  with  the  basic 
principle  of  Peter,  was  to  insist  on  a  Christian  basis.  40 
Following  almost  the  same  line  of  argument,  Ehrhardt  puts  forward  the 
hypothesis  that  it  was  Peter  who  came  to  Corinth  and  insisted  on  the  `general  validity' 
of  the  apostolic  decree  (Acts  15.20,28-29).  41  And  Paul  not  only  accepted  the  decree 
but  also  strongly  commanded  it  for  the  sake  of  the  'weak.  Ehrhardt  draws  two 
conclusions  from  Paul's  various  statements  in  1  Cor  8.4,7,13:  (1)  that  Paul  did  once 
eat  sacrificial  meat  at  Corinth;  but  (2)  that  Paul  abandoned  this  practice  of  eating  idol- 
meat  at  Peter's  remonstrations  `for  conscience  sake',  though  not  `entirely  without  a 
certain  acerbity  directed  at  the  address  of  St.  Peter'.  43 
Thus,  Manson  and  Ehrhardt  are  in  agreement  that  Paul  had  accepted  the 
decree,  44  though  each  sees  the  acceptance  a  little  differently.  For  Manson,  Paul  did  so 
with  an  insistence  on  supplying  the  decree  with  `an  entirely  Christian  basis'  and  meant 
his  acceptance  to  be  a  snub.  45  For  Ehrhardt,  Paul  did  it  with  a  certain  acerbity  against 
Peter.  46 
Manson  and  Ehrhardt  showed  that  there  are  multiple  kinds  of  Jewish  influence 
in  Corinth.  It  was  through  Paul,  or  Peter,  and  the  decree.  However,  there  is  no 
evidence  of  a  Jewish  party  under  Peter  which  insisted  on  the  decree;  nor  is  there  any 
mention  of  the  decree,  nor  of  Paul's  agreement  or  acceptance  of  it  in  the  text.  Paul's 
insistence  that  the  `strong'  consider  the  `weak'  arises  out  of  his  concern  for  `love'  (1 
40  Manson  1962:  202. 
41  Ehrhardt  1964:  277. 
42  Ehrhardt  1964:  277. 
43  Ehrhardt  1964:  278. 
44  Cf.  Barrett  1982:  46. 
45  Manson  1962:  200-2. 
46  Ehrhardt  1964:  278. 15 
Cor  8.1-2,13),  rather  than  an  acceptance  of  the  decree.  Manson's  suggestion  that  the 
`strong'  held  to  a  philosophical  monotheism  is  weak  in  that  the  monotheism  of  the 
`strong'  seems  distinctively  Jewish  (cf.  1  Cor  8.4). 
C.  K.  Barrett 
Following  Manson,  Barrett  posits  that  Peter  probably  had  been  to  Corinth.  47 
He  had  not  demanded  circumcision  but  `attempted  to  impose  a  Judaic  pattern  of 
thought  and  religious  life  upon  a  Gentile  community'.  8  Thus,  Peter  had  to  be 
vigorously  resisted  for  he  not  only  represented  `a  legalistic  perversion  of  the  gospel  949 
but  also  was  `a  more  dangerous  potential  cause  of  schism  in  Corinth'.  50 
The  Jewish  Christians  under  Peter  sought  to  introduce  the  decree  to  the 
Corinthian  church,  a  decree  they  themselves  not  only  retained  but  also  obeyed  . 
51  This 
is  seen  in  1  Cor  8-10  where  the  Cephas  party  raised  the  objection  against  eating  idol- 
meat  since  it  constitutes  a  breach  of  the  decree.  And  because  the  Cephas  party,  that  is, 
the  Jewish  Christians,  were  teaching  under  the  name  and  authority  of  Peter,  Paul  had  to 
devote  some  considerable  space  to  a  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority  in  1  Cor  9.52 
Barrett  further  argues  that  Paul  was  not  a  practising  Jew  with  regard  to 
£1&oXOOvtia.  53  And  in  permitting  the  eating  of  si&o%  Ovta  he  contradicted  the 
decree  and  thus  was  brought  into  controversy  with  the  Cephas  party.  54  The  `strong' 
are,  it  seems,  another  group  of  Corinthians  whom  Barrett  terms  `Gnostics'  whose  main 
47  Barrett  1982:  21,32. 
48  Barrett  1982:  21. 
49  Barrett  1982:  12. 
50  Barrett  1982:  32. 
S1  Barrett  1982:  44. 
S'-  Barrett  1982:  53;  Cf.  I  Cor  9. 
s'  Barrett  1982:  50. 
54  Barrett  1982:  52-4. 16 
emphasis  is  yv65rnS.  The  `Gnostics'  adopted  the  following:  55  (a)  a  practical  'yvcüßtq 
about  idol-meat,  that  they  believed  that  since  their  bodies  are  not  raised,  they  could  go 
on  eating  and  drinking  with  full  freedom  (1  Cor  6.13);  (b)  a  strict  monotheism  on  a 
rationalistic  basis;  (c)  a  strict  dualism  in  a  rational  and  logical  way  so  as  to  refuse  a 
separation  between  the  liberty  to  eat  and  the  liberty  to  commit  fornication;  and  (d)  a 
moral  indifference,  drawing  from  their  rationalistic  dualism. 
Barrett's  findings  with  regard  to  idol-meat  conclude  that  there  is  a  group  of 
Jewish  Christians  under  Peter  who  raised  the  issue  of  idol-meat  because  the  `gnostic' 
Christians  had  freely  eaten  such  meat.  This  group  cannot  be  the  `weak'  as  the  `weak' 
cannot  be  of  Jewish  origin  due  to  their  past  association  with  idols.  56  Barrett  therefore 
concludes, 
In  Corinth,  and  not  here  only,  Paul  had  to  walk  the  tightrope  between  the 
legalism  of  Jewish  Christianity  and  the  false  liberalism  of  gnostic 
rationalism...  . 
Paul's  attitude  to  the  question  of  F-I&AoOuca  was  too  closely 
bound  up  with  the  gnostic  wing  for  the  main  body  of  Christians  to  accept  it.  57 
Barrett  is  right  that  there  is  a  Jewish  element  in  this  passage,  but  there  is  no 
evidence  that  this  is  connected  to  the  Petrine  party  or  the  decree.  And  if  the  `weak' 
and  the  `strong'  are  both  Gentile,  then  where  is  the  evidence  of  a  Jewish  party  raising 
the  objection  to  idol  meat  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1?  The  Jewish  influence  seems  to  be  found 
in  the  monotheistic  language  of  the  `strong',  which  is  inspired  by  Judaism,  not 
`gnosticism'  or  `rationalism'. 
53  Barrett  1982:  54-6. 
56  Barrett  1968:  194.  Barrett,  however,  is  not  clear  on  this.  In  his  commentary,  he  states  that  the  `weak' 
cannot  be  Jewish  Christians.  However,  in  his  essay  of  1982,  he  suggests  that  it  was  the  Petrine  party 
who  raised  the  objection.  This  means  the  'weak'  did  not  raise  the  objection.  Why  then  did  Paul  tell  the 
`strong'  to  consider  the  'weak'?  This  weakness  in  Barrett's  thesis  is  also  raised  by  Gooch  (1993:  146). 
57  Barrett  1982:  56. 17 
This  view  of  the  Corinthian  situation  as  represented  by  Baur,  Manson,  Ehrhardt 
and  Barrett  became  quiet  for  some  years  before  M.  Goulder  recently  revived  it. 
M.  Goulder 
In  his  book,  A  Tale  of  Two  Missions,  Goulder  posits  that  there  was  a  basic 
tension  between  Paul  and  the  Jerusalem  apostles.  58  The  Jerusalem  leaders  had  required 
that  Gentile  believers  keep  certain  aspects  of  the  laws.  Paul,  however,  adopted  a 
liberal  policy  of  requiring  the  Gentile  believers  to  keep  the  moral  commandments 
while  turning  a  blind  eye  to  the  ceremonial  commandments.  59  This  tension  exploded 
when  some  representatives  from  Jerusalem  were  sent  to  Antioch  where  Gentiles  were 
eating  meat  that  was  not  slaughtered  according  to  the  kosher  law.  60  The  same  problem 
was  also  extended  into  Galatia  where  Judaisers  sought  to  impose  the  law's 
requirements  such  as  circumcision  on  the  Gentile  believers. 
The  basic  tension  was  to  continue  into  all  other  epistles.  According  to  Goulder, 
the  Corinthian  church  members  were  Greek  people  and  thus  great  admirers  of  wisdom. 
When  the  Jewish  opponents  of  Paul  came  and  settled  in  Corinth,  they  presented  their 
religion  as  the  highest  form  of  wisdom.  He  cites  I  Cor  1.19f  and  2.5,13  as  proof  of 
this  idea 
. 
61  And  when  the  Jewish  missionaries  arrived  in  Corinth,  they  began  to  teach 
the  Corinthian  Gentile  Christians  that  many  detailed  rules  could  be  derived  from  the 
law.  Paul  became  worried,  though  not  about  the  decree,  as  he  concurred  with  it.  62  So 
he  insisted  on  the  Bible  and  the  Bible  only.  63  Thus  the  issue  is  between  the  Jerusalem 
apostles  wanting  to  impose  legal  requirements  and  Paul  resisting  it.  Because  the 
58  Goulder  1994:  1-7. 
59  Goulder  1994:  1. 
60  Goulder  1994:  3. 
61  Goulder  1994:  25. 
62  Goulder  1994:  25-26. 
63  Goulder  1991:  530;  1994:  25f. 18 
Jewish  Christians  of  the  Corinthian  church  knew  about  the  law  and  did  not  want  to 
break  it,  when  it  came  to  food,  these  members  would  want  to  ensure  that  the  meat  was 
not  tainted.  64  Thus,  the  issue  at  Corinth  `was  between  the  Pauline  and  Petrine 
Christians  on  the  interpretation  of  the  law'.  65 
Although  Goulder  does  not  make  specific  mention  of  the  situation  with  regard 
to  Eiöco%60v'tc  ,  we  can  well  see  the  implication  of  his  argument.  It  seems  that  the 
`strong'  of  1  Cor  8-10  would  be  the  Gentile  Christians  who  were  faithful  followers  of 
Paul.  These  members,  being  `Gentile',  would  have  no  scruples  over  the  eating  of  idol- 
meat.  However,  the  `weak',  the  Jewish  Christians  who  were  representative  of  Peter, 
raised  objection  against  the  practice  of  these  `strong'  Gentile  Christians. 
Goulder's  thesis  is  questionable  for  several  reasons.  First,  the  evidence  for 
Judaising  in  Corinth  is  strikingly  absent,  compared  to  Galatians.  Second,  Goulder 
does  not  deal  adequately  with  1  Cor  8-10,  perhaps  because  his  thesis  precisely  does  not 
hold  here.  For  example;  the  Jewish  `wisdom'  of  1  Cor  1-4  is  quite  different  from  the 
`knowledge'  of  1  Cor  8-10.  Third,  as  Christopher  Tuckett  has  shown,  the  general 
thesis  is  weak,  even  within  1  Cor  itself,  and  Goulder's  overall  argument  depends  on  a 
global  theory  that  is  too  `simplistic'  and  his  hypotheses  are  too  `simple'.  Further,  the 
evidence  of  1  Cor  8.7  is  fatal  to  a  reconstruction  of  the  `weak'  as  Petrine  bearers  of  the 
decree.  66 
64  Goulder  1994:  26. 
65  Goulder  1991:  526. 
66  See  Tuckett  1994:  201-19  for  a  detailed  argument.  This  essay  was  written  as  part  of  a  festschrift  for 
Goulder,  in  which  Tuckett  focuses  on  Goulder's  essay'Eo4ia  in  I  Corinthians'.  Tuckett  takes  issue 
with  Goulder  for  trying  to  solve  highly  complex  issues  in  the  Pauline  corpus  with  too  simplistic 
hypotheses  which  failed  to  consider  important  questions,  such  as  the  possible  circumstantial  change 
between  I  and  2  Cor,  the  chronology  of  the  Pauline  corpus,  the  identity  of  Paul  (particularly  when 
Goulder  seems  to  turn  Paul  into  all  but  a  `Sadducee'  and  his  opponents  all  but  'Pharisees'),  the  key  text 
such  as  I  Cor  9.19-23  in  the  discussion  of  Paul's  insistence  on  the  `Bible  only'  and  his  own  statement 
that  he  is  `all  things  to  all  people',  the  ambiguity  of  Paul's  own  view  of  ßo#oc  (Goulder  simply  presses 
the  two  words,  ao#ot  and  Myoq  into  a  single  mould)  and  his  partial  agreement  with  some  of  the 19 
The  above  theories  argued  for  the  influence  of  either  a  Petrine  party  or  the 
`apostolic  decree'  on  the  `weak'  or  on  Paul.  Although  theoretically,  there  could  be 
such  an  influence,  there  is  no  positive  evidence  to  support  such  a  theory.  The  scruples 
of  the  `weak'  are  Jewish,  but  these  are  new  scruples,  following  their  conversion.  It 
appears  that  the  view  of  every  party  in  Corinth  is  `Jewish'  in  some  respects.  And  since 
Jews  in  antiquity  represented  a  spectrum  of  practice  and  beliefs,  we  need  to  depart 
from  the  simple  `Jewish'  vs  `Gentile'  Christianity  hypothesis  and  explore  the 
hypothesis  of  movements  and  opinions  as  all  `Jewish'  but  in  varying  ways  and  to 
varying  degrees. 
1.3.2  The  Corinthians  as  Jewish  Gnostics 
W.  Schmithals  has  suggested  that  the  situation  in  the  Corinthian  church  was 
one  of  conflict  between  Paul  and  his  opponents  over  the  latter's  teaching,  while  the 
latter  charged  that  Paul  was  not  a  true  apostle.  67  According  to  Schmithals,  1  Cor  9.24- 
10.22  did  not  belong  to  1  Cor  8-10,  while  I  Cor  8.1-9.23  +  10.23-11.1  together  form 
one  fragment.  68 
Schmithals  argues  that  the  Corinthians  hold  to  a  system  of  Gnosticism  which  is 
pre-Christian.  69  The  system  involves  a  `Christ  Gnosticism'  of  which  the  `Christ'  is 
`man  himself'  70  Because  the  figure  and  name  of  the  messiah  are  central  in  this 
system,  it  is  a  system  of  Jewish  Gnosticism.  7'  This  system  was  influenced  by 
Christianity  which  venerated  Christ  as  the  prophet  promised  by  Moses.  72  This  Jewish 
concepts  such  as  yvwßtS,  and  the  like.  Thus,  by  raising  many  questions  over  Goulder's  thesis,  Tuckett 
demonstrates  the  fragility  of  Goulder's  thesis. 
67  Schmithals  1971:  116,142. 
68  Schmithals  1971:  90-95. 
69  Schmithals  1971:  36. 
70  Schmithals  1971:  50. 
71  Schmithals  1971:  36,51. 
72  Schmithals  1971:  51. 20 
Gnosticism  was  what  the  opponents  of  Paul  were  preaching,  whose  theology  was  the 
`doctrine  of  knowledge'.  73  They  make  up  just  one  Jewish  group  (cf.  2  Cor  11.22),  74 
who  have  come  into  the  Corinthian  community  from  outside  and  carried  with  them 
letters  of  recommendation.  Thus,  these  opponents  of  Paul  are  apostles  who  not  only 
preach  at  synagogues,  among  the  Gentiles,  but  also  in  the  Christian  communities.  Not 
only  aoýicc,  but  above  all  yvwßtq  is  used  as  a  terminus  technicus  for  their  preaching 
as  seen  in  1  Cor  8.1.7'  They  speak  of  Gnosis  in  a  Hellenistic  sense,  that  is,  yvwat 
8eov  as  the  understanding  of  the  being  of  God.  76  Thus,  for  them,  Gnosis  is  gospel.  77 
When  it  comes  to  idol-meat,  Paul  had  forbidden  participation  in  pagan  cultic  meals  in 
his  preceding  letter  (i.  e.  1  Cor  10.14-22).  This  has  raised  the  question  in  the  minds  of 
the  Gnostics  in  1  Cor  8  whether  it  is  permitted  to  eat  meat  that  is  sold  in  the 
marketplace.  78  The  Gnostics,  at  the  time  of  writing  their  letter  to  Paul,  thought  all  of 
them  were  `strong'  because  of  their  possession  of  Gnosis.  79  Schmithals  then  argues 
that  the  Corinthian  Gnostics,  based  on  the  above,  are  preaching  `another  gospel' 
without  Paul's  realising  it  at  first.  80  He  only  realised  it  much  later  and  thus  was  of  the 
opinion  that  some  of  the  Corinthians  had  unacceptably  returned  to  paganism.  81  Paul  is 
therefore  addressing  the  incorrect  view  of  the  Corinthians  concerning  the  gospel  which 
"  Schmithals  1971:  143. 
74  Schmithals  1971:  115. 
75  Schmithals  1971:  143. 
76  Schmithals  1971:  146  explains  that  for  the  Jews  yvcüßtS  Oeov  would  mean  the  knowledge  of  the  will 
of  God,  on  the  basis  on  Hos  6.6.  However,  he  does  not  explain  how  the  Corinthian  Gnostics,  who  were 
of  Jewish  origin,  came  to  speak  of  yvwßtS  Oeoü  in  a  Hellenistic  sense. 
77  Schmithals  1971:  150. 
78  Schmithals  1971:  143,227. 
79  Schmithals  1971:  229. 
80  Schmithals  1971:  116. 
81  Schmithals  1971:  225. 21 
to  him  tends  towards  paganism.  82  However,  despite  their  acceptance  of  Paul's 
statements,  the  Corinthians'  appeal  to  `knowledge'  remains  typically  Gnostic  in  form 
and  content.  83  Thus  for  Schmithals  the  Corinthian  idolatry  may  be  traced  to  a 
pronounced  Gnosticism.  84 
Schmithals  is  right  in  emphasising  the  Jewish  aspect  of  the  Corinthian  epistles. 
However,  his  treatment  of  the  text  does  not  appear  to  be  fair  or  justified.  The  text  of  1 
Cor  8-10,  especially  that  of  1  Cor  8.7,9ff,  speaks  clearly  of  a  situation  in  which  some 
(i.  e.  the  `weak')  in  the  church  have  had  scruples  over  others'  partaking  of  idol-meat. 
Thus,  there  are  explicitly  two  groups  (see  above  1.2.1).  His  suggestion  that  Paul  was 
not  aware  of  the  problem  and  had  not  fully  understood  the  Corinthians'  situation  is 
unfounded,  and  threatens  to  undermine  any  attempt  to  reconstruct  the  Corinthians' 
position. 
Schmithals'  removal  of  9.24-10.22  from  the  literary  context  of  8-10  and 
combination  of  8.1-9.23  and  10.23-11.1  as  one  fragment  lose  the  overall  thrust  of 
Paul's  argument  and  are  again  highly  questionable.  In  fact,  9.24  seems  quite  a  natural 
flow  from  9.23  as  the  passage  (9.24-10.1-22)  is  an  explanation  of  9.19-23  by  an 
analogy  of  athletic  competition  and  the  warning  of  the  danger  of  idolatry.  85 
Schmithals'  attribution  of  the  idolatry  of  the  `strong'  in  I  Cor  8-10  to  a 
`pronounced  Gnosticism'  in  a  Hellenistic  sense  is  not  helpful.  The  word  -yv6)ai;  in 
the  context  of  1  Cor  8-10  appears  to  be  explicated  in  I  Cor  8.4  and  we  have  to  deduce 
its  content  from  there.  Besides,  the  'yvCo  t  in  1  Cor  8.4  is  about  the  monotheistic 
82  Schmithals  1971:  226. 
83  Schmithals  1971:  229. 
84  Schmithals  1971:  229. 
85  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  161-62;  Fee  1987:  365,  n32,  and  433  who  argue  for  the  unity  of  I  Cor  8-10;  and 
Hurd  1983:  131-42  who  provides  a  detailed  argument  against  partition  theories.  Most  commentators 
seem  to  assume  the  unity  of  these  chapters,  although  Weiss  thinks  otherwise.  See  below. 22 
quality  of  God  and  the  non-existence  of  idols.  Thus,  `Jewish  Gnosticism'  has  neither 
historical  nor  textual  foundation.  86  Schmithals  is  right  to  indicate  that  the  `strong'  are 
`Jewish'  in  some  sense  (as  I  Cor  8.4  suggests).  But  his  general  thesis  is  untenable  and 
we  need  to  explain  how  all  three  parties  in  Corinth  can  be  `Jewish'  in  different  senses. 
1.3.3  Hellenistic  Jewish  philosophy 
R.  A.  Horsley  has  advocated  a  Hellenistic  Jewish  philosophy  after  the  model  of 
the  kind  found  in  Philo  and  Wisdom  of  Solomon,  by  examining  such  terms  as 
`pneumatikos-psychikos',  wisdom  (Sophia),  consciousness  and  freedom,  resurrection, 
and  gnosis  in  1  Cor.  87  His  main  thesis  rests  on  the  distinction  between  `pneumatikos' 
and  `psychikos',  which  he  identifies  as  the  `perfect'  and  the  `child'  respectively.  88  He 
posits  that  in  1  Cor  15.44-50,  the  `pneumatikoi'  refers  to  `heavenly  persons'  while 
`psychikoi'  refers  to  `earthly  persons'.  89  These  two  types  of  humanity  are  paradigms 
of  different  levels  of  religious/spiritual  achievements,  90  which  are  seen  in  the 
Corinthians'  self-designations  such  as  `wise',  `powerful',  `nobly  born',  `kings', 
`rich'.  91  These,  argues  Horsley,  are  the  highest  religious  status  established  through  an 
intimate  relation  with  Sophia  92  Sophia  is  the  means,  agent,  and  content  of  salvation,  93 
which  is  found  in  the  Hellenistic  Jewish  tradition  (cf.  Wis  7-10;  Philo,  Migr  28-40; 
Her  247-83;  Post  124-29;  Abr  255-76;  Virt  179-80;  QE  2.39-40).  94  In  order  to  attain 
86  Wilson  1972:  74  cautions  against  indiscriminate  use  of  this  term  as  it  can  be  dangerous  and 
misleading.  See  nlO  above. 
87  Yeo  1995:  130  assumes  a  proto-Gnostic  audience  whose  theology  is  that  of  Hellenistic  Jewish  Philonic 
type.  Unfortunately,  Yeo  does  not  explain  himself  but  states  more  assumptions  on  the  next  page  (131). 
88  Noting  that  Philo  does  not  make  a  distinction  between  `pneumatikos'  and  'psychikos',  Horsley  looks 
to  Philo's  interpretation  of  Gen  2.7  and  argues  for  such  a  conclusion. 
89  Horsley  1976:  274. 
90  Horsley  1976:  278-80. 
91  Horsley  1976:  281;  cf.  Horsley  1977:  231  and  1980:  43. 
92  Horsley  1976:  281,288;  1979:  46-51. 
93  Horsley  1977:  244;  1979:  48f. 
94  Horsley  1979:  48. 23 
such  a  spiritual  level,  one  must  escape  from  bodily  matters  and  sensual  perceptions. 
The  Corinthians  therefore  see  themselves  as  freed  from  all  bodily  pleasures  as  to  be 
able  to  say,  `all  things  are  possible  for  me'  (cf.  1  Cor  6.12;  10.23).  Horsley  argues  that 
`gnosis'  is  given  by  God  to  those  who  have  attained  the  highest  religious  achievements 
and  this  `gnosis'  is  the  Philonic  monotheism  of  the  `one  God',  95  which  provides  the 
96  Corinthians  a  `strong  consciousness'.  It  is  this  `strong  consciousness'  that  gives  the 
Corinthians  the  liberty/authority  to  freely  eat  idol  meat.  But  the  ignorance  of  this 
monotheistic  confession  equals  the  belief  that  idols  are  Gods.  97  Horsley  argues  that 
Paul's  response  is  an  insistence  that  the  effect  of  one's  behaviour  on  others  is  the 
criterion  for  ethics,  98  which  involves  viewing  Christ  as  the  Sophia  of  God,  thus 
allowing  himself  to  assert  and  insist  on  the  lordship  of  Christ  to  the  Corinthians.  99 
Horsley's  argument  is  quite  similar  to  that  of  B.  A.  Pearson,  who  argues  that 
Paul's  Corinthian  opponents'  view  of  wisdom  and  Paul's  differ.  The  former  believe 
wisdom  to  be  the  attainment  of  a  spiritual  plane  of  existence  at  which  they  are  a 
spiritual  elite,  the  terminology  of  which  is  found  in  Hellenistic  Diaspora  Judaism, 
represented  notably  by  Philo.  10°  Paul's  view  of  `wisdom',  however,  is  the  salvific  plan 
of  God  the  centre  of  which  is  the  crucifixion  of  Christ.  101  `Sophia'  is  understood  as  the 
`Lord  of  glory',  which  comes  about  as  a  result  of  Hellenistic-Jewish-Christian 
confession  of  Christ  as  the  exalted  one.  102  They  were  interested  in  the  exalted  state  of 
95  Horsley  1978a.  575-76. 
96  Horsley  1978a:  581  terms  it  interchangeably  with  `inner  consciousness'  or  `awareness'. 
97  Horsley  1978a:  576. 
98  Horsley  1978a:  586. 
99  Horsley  1980:  48-51. 
goo  Pearson  1973:  28. 
101  Pearson  1973:  31. 
102  Pearson  1973:  33. 24 
Christ,  i.  e.  his  glory,  on  the  basis  of  Phil  2.9-11.  Paul's  concern,  however,  was  the 
cross. 
Horsley  and  Pearson  are  right  in  drawing  on  the  Diaspora  Jewish  authors  to 
clarify  the  situation  at  Corinth.  Their  theses,  however,  do  not  resolve  the  problem  in  1 
Cor  8-10.  Horsley's  theory  assumes  that  the  `weak'  do  not  have  the  same 
monotheistic  confession.  However,  not  all  who  share  the  monotheistic  confession  of 
the  `one  God'  would  necessarily  have  `strong  consciousness'  and  be  able  to  eat  idol 
meat  without  scruples  (see  1.2.2  above  and  chapter  four  below).  Further,  `Sophia'  is 
never  an  issue,  nor  is  Christ  replaced  with  `Sophia'  in  1  Cor  8-10.103  We  need  to  look 
at  other  Jewish  material  to  see  if  there  are  Jewish  parallels  to  all  the  parties  concerned 
in  1  Cor  8-10  to  enable  us  to  understand  better  the  situation. 
1.3.4  Non-Jewish  interpretation 
In  the  following,  I  will  briefly  summarise  the  central  thesis  of  each  scholar  who 
adopts  a  non-Jewish  interpretation  of  1  Cor  8-10,  with  a  similarly  brief  critique  of 
each. 
W.  L.  Willis 
Willis  argues  that  the  earlier  `sacramental'  and  `communal'  interpretations  of  1 
Cor  8-10  are  insufficiently  proven.  104  Instead,  he  argues  that  religious  `meals'  in  the 
Graeco-Roman  period  were  often  social  occasions  for  the  participants.  The  Gods  were 
therefore  observers,  not  participants.  105  This  is  termed  the  `social'  interpretation.  He 
concludes  the  following:  (1)  `sacrifices  and  common  meals  were  normative  features  of 
Hellenistic  cults  and  associations';  and  (2)  since  neither  a  `sacramental'  nor 
103  With  regard  to  Pearson's  theory,  Paul  never  once  mentions  in  I  Cor  8-10  the  cross  of  Christ. 
Pearson's  theory  that  the  opponents  of  Paul  were  interested  in  the  `exalted  state  of  Christ'  only  helps  to 
explain  1  Cor  1-4,12,15  and  perhaps  elsewhere,  but  not  8-10,  where  it  is  totally  absent. 
104  Willis  1985a:  21-47  surveys  extensively  both  literary  and  inscriptional  sources  and  shows  that  these 
are  not  as  weighty  as  his  `social'  interpretation  (47-61). 
105  Willis  1985a:  20. 25 
`communal'  interpretation  is  valid,  in  I  Cor  10.14-21  Paul  is  not  warning  against  the 
dangers  of  pagan  sacraments.  106  From  these  conclusions,  Willis  posits  that  Paul  is 
concerned  that  the  Corinthians  not  be  partners  with  idolaters,  not  because  of  the 
partnership  with  demons  the  meals  will  effect.  107  Thus,  Paul's  objection  to  the 
Corinthians'  participation  in  pagan  idol  meat  is due  to  his  concern  with  what  effect  it 
will  have  on  the  'weak'.  108  Although  Willis  is  right  in  pointing  out  the  Hellenistic 
aspects  of  religious  meals,  he  does  not  consider  the  possibility  of  Jewish  influence  on 
the  three  parties  in  I  Cor  8-10. 
D.  Newton 
One  of  Newton's  aims  is  to  listen  to  the  Corinthians'  viewpoints  in  1  Cor  8-10, 
as  he  argues  that  there  are  ambiguities,  boundary  definition  difficulties  and  conceptual 
differences  in  the  ancient  Graeco-Roman  world  of  the  Corinthians.  109  This  results  in 
differences  of  opinion  not  only  between  Paul  and  the  Corinthians,  between  the 
Corinthians,  but  in  all  directions.  '  10  And  these  could  all  be  valid  opinions.  Paul  is  left 
with  no  possible  solution  but  to  shift  the  argument  from  the  individualism  of  the 
Corinthians  to  the  importance  of  a  non-individual  perspective  in  which  love  and 
consideration  for  others  play  a  higher  priority.  "'  While  Newton's  aim  is  to  `expose 
and  dissect  its  (Corinthian  situation's)  underlying  dynamic',  his  thesis  seems  to  lean 
too  much  on  the  Graeco-Roman  background  of  the  Corinthian  situation,  while  passing 
106  Willis  1985a:  62-64.  He  has  five  conclusions,  the  first  two  have  already  been  mentioned,  that  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  `sacramental'  interpretation  and  the  plausibility  of  the  `social'  interpretation.  His  last 
conclusion  includes  two  tangential  discoveries  which  he  concedes  cannot  be  proven. 
107  Willis  1985a:  191. 
ios  Willis  1985a:  184.192;  227-28. 
109  Newton  1998:  22,.  118-19. 
1  10  Newton  1998:  22.  Thus,  Newton  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  issue  in  1  Cor  8-10  is  not  about  who  is 
right  or  wrong,  but  is  about  a  wide  spectrum  of  viewpoints  and  viable  individual  interpretations  on 
Christian  involvement  in  cultic  meals. 
111  Newton  1998:  276,372-74,  and  cf.  379,  n209  where  he  argues  that  Paul  tried  to  mediate  between  the 
two  parties  by  steering  them  away  from  individualism  to  community  (see  also  389,393). 26 
over  the  possible  Jewish  influence  on  the  parties  in  I  Cor  8-10  in  almost  complete 
silence.  For  example,  Newton's  treatment  of  Et5o5Xa  and  the  clause  oüöcig  0E0'S  Ei 
µrj  cis  failed  to  take  into  consideration  their  strong  suggestion  of  Jewish  influence. 
Further,  Paul's  use  of  the  Old  Testament  in  1  Cor  10  suggests  familiarity  with  it  on  the 
part  of  the  `strong',  which  further  indicates  Jewish  influence,  an  area  that  needs 
investigation. 
B.  Witheriiz  ton  III 
In  an  earlier  article,  and  later  in  his  commentary,  Witherington  argues  that  it  is 
doubtful  whether  c  wXö0vtiov  was  a  polemical  term  coined  by  early  Jews  to  refer  to 
idol  meat.  112  It  is  a  Jewish-Christian  term  quite  possibly  coined  by  Paul  himself  for  the 
purpose  of  dealing  with  this  issue.  113  The  issue  in  1  Cor  8-10,  Witherington  argues, 
has  to  do  with  members  of  different  social  statuses.  The  `strong'  were  members  of  the 
well-to-do  who  wanted  to  be  true  Romans.  114  By  being  present  in  pagan  temples  and 
eating  idol  meat,  the  `strong'  maintained  their  status.  Their  approach  is  therefore 
either  very  individualistic  or  very  status  conscious,  which  leads  to  Paul's  concern 
about  the  social  and  moral  effects  of  eating  idol  meat  on  the  `weak'.  '  15  Even  though 
Witherington  points  out  that  v4  is  reminiscent  of  the  shema  and  that  v6  is  Paul's 
adaptation  of  it,  116  he  does  not  seem  to  think  that  the  `strong'  have  had  Jewish 
influence.  He  maintains  that  the  `strong'  were  Gentile  Christians  who  had  read  Paul's 
monotheistic  teaching  through  an  Epicurean  lens.  17  Paul  in  1  Cor  8-10  tries  to  correct 
their  view  by  pointing  out  that  Christian  love  is  to  be  the  guide  to  one's  life  and 
112  Witherington  III  1993:  237-39;  cf.  1995:  189  where  he  argues  that  the  term  arose  in  early  Christianity. 
113  Witherington  Ill  1993:  254. 
114  Witherington  III  1995:  195,201. 
115  Witherington  IIl  1995:  196,187,200. 
116  Witherington  111  1995:  197-98. 
117  Witherington  III  1995:  188,  and  also  his  n9. 27 
conduct.  He  does  so  by  turning  upside  down  the  conventions  and  exhorts  the 
Corinthians  to  imitate  him.  Witherington  is  right  to  point  out  the  possible  background 
of  the  Jewish  shema  behind  1  Cor  8.4.  However,  the  slogan  of  the  `strong'  in  v4 
seems  to  suggest  more  than  just  an  Epicurean  understanding  on  the  part  of  the  `strong'. 
The  shema  and  the  term  ct&o%ov  both  point  to  possible  Jewish  influence  on  the 
`strong'.  The  scruples  of  the  `weak'  similarly  suggest  that  they  have  been  influenced 
by  the  teaching  of  the  shema.  We  need  to  investigate  how  the  two  parties  may  have 
been  influenced  by  Judaism  to  varying  degrees. 
J.  Murphy-O'Connor 
Murphy-O'Connor's  interpretation  of  1  Cor  8-10  to  some  extent  is  similar  to 
most  of  those  who  advocate  a  non-Jewish  interpretation,  i.  e.  the  mediation  of  the  two 
factions  by  Paul  via  love.  '  18  He  recognises  the  existence  of  two  parties.  The  `strong' 
do  not  need  any  monotheistic  arguments,  nor  do  they  need  to  justify  their  eating  of  idol 
meat.  '  19  But  because  of  the  criticism  of  the  `weak',  they  developed  their  slogans  of  1 
Cor  8.1,4.  and  8  in  order  to  counter  it  (the  criticism).  120  The  `weak'  are  Gentile 
Christians  who  have  not  fully  imbibed  their  intellectual  conviction  of  the  `one  God', 
which  Murphy-O'Connor  argues  is  the  fundamental  element  of  Paul's  preaching.  '2' 
Murphy-O'Connor's  theory  is  that  Paul  agrees  with  the  basic  position  of  the  `strong' 
but  urges  them  to  be  sensitive  about  the  social  and  moral  reality  of  eating  idol  meat, 
particularly  the  concern  for  the  `weak'.  Although  Murphy-O'Connor  rightly  points  out 
that  the  `weak'  have  received  Paul's  preaching  of  the  `one  God',  he  does  not  tell  us 
how  or  from  where  Paul  derived  his  theology  of  the  `one  God'.  Nor  does  he  tell  us 
118  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  556-74. 
119  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  547;  cf.  1978c:  391-96. 
120  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  547-48. 
121  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  545. 28 
how  the  `strong'  developed  their  monotheistic  knowledge,  if  Jewish  influence  is 
absent.  There  is  again  a  need  to  consider  the  possibility  of  Jewish  influence  on  the 
`strong'  and  the  `weak',  which  the  text  of  1  Cor  8  seems  to  warrant.  122 
G.  D.  Fee 
In  both  his  essay  and  commentary,  Fee  consistently  argues  that  the  `weak'  are 
Gentile  Christians.  123  For  him,  Paul's  concern  in  1  Cor  8-10  is  with  the  eating  of  idol 
meat  in  a  pagan  temple,  before  the  idols,  which  Fee  argues  is  a  common  Gentile 
practice  in  the  Hellenistic  world  of  the  first  century  CE.  124  And  these  meals  were 
common  in  Corinth.  The  situation  in  Corinth  is  that  some  Corinthian  Christians  have 
turned  back  to  pagan  temple  attendance  after  Paul's  departure  from  there.  For  Fee,  the 
meaning  of  £ibw%OOv'tov  is  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of  idol-worship  in  pagan 
antiquity,  not  in  Jewish  abhorrence  of  it.  The  monotheistic  statement  of  1  Cor  8.4  is 
for  Fee  the  teaching  of  Paul  and  is  therefore  Jewish-Christian  monotheism. 
Throughout,  Fee  does  not  think  that  Jewish  influence  on  the  `strong'  and  the 
`weak'  might  be  an  important  factor.  Yet,  in  1  Cor  8.4,  the  slogan  of  the  `strong' 
resembles  more  the  shema  rather  than  Paul's  teaching,  given  the  fact  that  Paul  almost 
immediately  corrects  or  modifies  it  with  the  inclusion  of  Christ  (cf.  1  Cor  8.6). 
Further,  Fee's  attribution  of  Ei6co%60vtia  to  Hellenistic  idol-worship  appears  weak, 
given  that  the  term  icpMvtia  was  the  term  used  by  pagans  in  referring  to  sacrificial 
food.  Fee  rightly  points  out  that  Paul's  single  concern  in  1  Cor  10.1-13  is  to  use 
Israel's  history  to  warn  the  Corinthians  and  that  Paul  does  not  elaborate  on  the 
122  Gooch  1993:  152,  is  right  to  criticise  Murphy-O'Connor  for  not  taking  into  consideration  Paul's 
warning  against  the  danger  of  participating  in  the  table  of  demons,  and  his  reference  to  the  Israelites' 
examples  in  I  Cor  10. 
123  Fee  1980:  189;  1987:  370,  n7. 
124  Fee  1980:  184-85. 29 
Israelites'  idolatry.  125  But  this  only  serves  to  suggest  that  the  `strong'  had  knowledge 
of  the  Jewish  scripture,  which  further  implies  Jewish  influence.  Fee  argues  that  the 
`weak'  failed  in  their  `conscience'  not  because  of  Jewish  scruples  but  because  of  pagan 
temple  attendance.  126  However,  if  the  `weak'  had  been  Gentiles,  what  then  informed 
their  belief?  Could  it  not  be  Jewish  scruples,  since  Paul  would  have  preached  with 
much  of  his  teaching  based  on  the  Jewish  scripture,  as  he  does  in  1  Cor  10.1-13?  And 
could  it  not  be  possible  that  the  `weak'  had  had  Jewish  influence  that  caused  them  to 
have  scruples  about  idol  meat?  And  if  Jews  have  been  found  to  practise  idolatry  (see 
chapter  four  below),  does  this  mean  that  we  cannot  make  conclusive  statements  about 
the  ethnicity  of  the  parties  involved?  This  is  a  question  that  we  will  have  to  explore 
further  below. 
P.  D.  Gooch 
Gooch  argues  that  idol  food  was  a  problem  for  Paul,  who  urged  it  as  a  problem 
for  the  Corinthians.  127  He  argues  that  Paul  advocates  that  the  exclusive  allegiance  to 
Yahweh  is  to  be  seen  in  the  avoidance  of  any  participation  in  idolatrous  rites,  including 
the  eating  of  idol  food.  128  And  Paul  carries  out  his  argument  by  creating  a  hypothetical 
`weak'  group  and  urging  the  Corinthians  to  consider  this  group.  129  Having  surveyed 
the  social  importance  of  meals  in  the  Graeco-Roman  world,  Gooch  concludes  that 
most  of  these  meals  would  have  involved  religious  rites.  It  was  difficult  to  avoid  such 
meals  as  they  were  means  to  maintain  social  relationships.  130  Paul's  prohibition 
therefore  created  tremendous  difficulties  for  the  Corinthian  Christians. 
125  Fee  1980:  185-86. 
126  Fee  1980:  189. 
12'  Gooch  1993:  61-72. 
128  Gooch  1993:  129. 
129  Gooch  1993:  66-68. 
130  Gooch  1993:  27-46. 30 
There  are  two  kinds  of  eating  which  Paul  prohibits:  eating  in  contexts  that 
effect  partnership  with  demons  and  thus  break  partnership  with  the  Lord;  and  eating 
that  results  in  the  breaking  of  others'  partnership  with  the  Lord.  131 
Gooch  has  rightly  pointed  out  the  twin  concerns  of  Paul  and  argued 
persuasively  the  reasons  for  Paul's  prohibitions.  However,  his  thesis  works  only 
because  he  treats  the  `weak'  as  a  hypothetical  group.  This  has  been  dealt  with  in  1.2.1 
above.  Like  other  scholars  who  adopt  a  non-Jewish,  Hellenistic  interpretation  of  1  Cor 
8-10,  Gooch  does  not  consider  the  possible  Jewish  influence  on  the  `strong'  and  the 
`weak'. 
The  majority  of  the  above  scholars  are  inclined  towards  the  idea  of  Paul 
mediating  between  the  two  parties,  with  the  primary  aim  of  discouraging  the  `strong' 
from  eating  idol  meat.  This  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  rhetorical  studies  which  argue 
that  in  1  Cor  8-10  Paul  is  trying  to  reconcile  the  two  parties.  Among  the  more  notable 
are  Mitchell,  and  recently  Yeo.  132  Little  attention  has  been  paid  to  the  possible  Jewish 
influence  on  the  two  parties.  We  will  need  to  look  at  this  aspect  of  Jewish  influence 
and  see  if  there  are  parallels  to  the  positions  of  these  parties  in  1  Cor  8-10. 
1.3.5  Social/economic  interpretation 
G.  Theissen 
In  his  various  essays  collected  in  The  Social  Setting  of  Pauline  Christianity, 
Theissen's  theory  is  that  there  is  internal  stratification  among  the  Corinthians  that 
divides  the  Corinthians  into  the  lower  and  the  upper  classes,  of  whom  the  lower-class 
members  formed  the  majority  of  the  church.  133  This  is  based  in  part  on  Paul's 
131  Gooch  1993:  75-78. 
132  Mitchell  1991;  Yeo  1995.  Yeo's  work  is  basically  an  effort  to  draw  from  Paul's  strategy  to  inform  a 
cross-cultural  Chinese  hermeneutic.  His  work  assumes  too  much  what  the  term  `Chinese'  entails,  which 
considerably  weakens  his  argument. 
""  Theissen  1982:  69. 31 
statement  in  1  Cor  1.26  which  Theissen  argues  shows  the  `wise,  powerful,  nobly  born' 
are  of  sociological  significance.  134  The  divisions  in  the  church  are  the  result  of 
different  social  strata  that  bring  with  them  various  interests,  customs  and  assumptions. 
Thus  the  `socially  strong'  and  the  `socially  weak'  differ  on  issues  such  as  the  Lord's 
Supper,  idol  meat,  civil  litigation  among  members  and  such  like. 
With  the  above  ideas  set  out,  Theissen  then  identifies  the  `strong'  and  the 
`weak'  of  1  Cor  8-10  with  the  `socially  strong'  and  the  `socially  weak'  of  1  Cor  1.26. 
The  `strong'  were  exposed  to  a  variety  of  meats  by  virtue  of  their  high  social  status, 
thus  they  had  no  scruples  over  idol  meat.  These  members  of  the  `strong'  were  in  fact 
former  Gentile  God-fearers  sympathetic  to  Judaism  while  the  `weak'  were  the  former 
Gentiles  or  Jews  who  had  been  accustomed  to  idols  and  thus  would  eat  idol  meat  with 
a  guilt  conscience.  135 
This  has  been  well  received  among  scholars  and  is  now  termed  as  the  `new 
consensus'.  However,  this  way  of  interpreting  the  Corinthian  situation  in  general  and 
1  Cor  8-10  in  particular  has  not  gone  unchallenged.  Recently,  Meggitt  has  ably  put 
this  theory  under  scrutiny  and  considerably  challenged  it. 
J.  Meggitt 
Meggitt  has  challenged  the  `new  consensus'  in  his  argument  that  there  are  no 
social  divisions  of  the  `elite'  and  'non-elite'.  136  Instead,  the  Pauline  communities 
`shared  fully  in  the  bleak  material  existence  that  was  the  lot  of  the  non-elite  inhabitants 
134  Theissen  1982:  7If. 
135  Theissen  1982:  102-4,138.  Theissen's  basic  thesis  has  won  a  number  of  followers,  notably  Meeks 
(1983:  68-70),  Clark  (1993),  Martin  (1995),  and  Horrell  (1996).  All  of  these  scholars  make  use  of 
Theissen's  thesis  to  draw  different  theses  of  their  own.  Meeks  seeks  to  illuminate  the  situation  of  the 
`first  urban  Christians',  Clark  looks  at  the  idea  of  `secular'  and  `Christian'  leaderships  and  compares  the 
two,  Martin  looks  at  the  conflict  between  Paul  and  the  `strong'  as  arising  from  their  different  body 
ideologies,  and  Horrell  seeks  to  show  that  Paul  is  using  the  Pauline  `symbolic  order'  with  its  centre  as 
the  cross  of  Christ  to  invert  the  values  and  status  of  the  dominant  social  order. 
136  Meggitt  1998:  100-53. 32 
of  the  Empire'.  137  His  argument  against  Theissen's  analysis  cannot  be  examined  here 
in  full,  except  in  relation  to  1  Cor  8-10.  With  regard  to  the  parties  in  1  Cor  8-10, 
Meggitt  argues  against  Theissen's  identification  of  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'  of  1  Cor 
8-10  with  the  `socially  strong'  and  the  `socially  weak'.  His  reasons  are  that  (1)  there  is 
no  evidence  of  the  party  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10;  and  (2)  it  is  problematic  to  see 
the  use  of  the  word  dGAevlic  in  I  Cor  1  as  determinative  of  its  meaning  seven 
chapters  later.  138  He  does  not  rule  out  the  possibility  that  the  `weak'  of  1  Cor  1.27  may 
be  identical  to  the  `weak'  of  I  Cor  8-10,  although  the  association  is  less  certain. 
However,  if  we  allow  the  existence  of  the  `weak',  we  would  need  to  consider  who  the 
others  are  who  do  not  belong  to  the  `weak'.  This  has  been  set  out  above  (see  1.2.1). 
Meggitt  provides  no  alternative  scenario. 
Theissen's  social  explanation  of  the  differences  between  the  two  groups  will 
not  work,  as  Meggitt  shows,  but  Theissen  is  right  to  indicate  that  there  could  be  Jewish 
influence  on  both  groups.  We  need  to  indicate  how  this  could  be,  or  to  use  Theissen's 
words,  i.  e.  what  sorts  of  `accommodated'  and  `non-accommodated'  Judaism  are 
present? 
1.3.6  Paul's  position  as  Jewish  or  influenced  by  the  Decree 
J.  C.  Hurd 
Hurd  posits  that  there  is  not  a  `weak'  party  in  the  Corinthian  church.  139  Paul  is 
addressing  the  whole  church  and  in  1  Cor  8-10  he  lays  down  two  prohibitions:  (1)  do 
not  offend  the  weaker  Christians;  and  (2)  do  not  practise  idolatry.  The  `weak'  are 
'"  Meggitt  1998:  153. 
138  Meggitt  1998:  107-8. 
139  Hurd  1983:  147. 33 
created  hypothetically  for  Paul's  own  argument.  140  This  has  been  dealt  with  in  1.2.1 
and  we  will  not  repeat  the  weakness  of  Hurd's  thesis  here. 
Hurd  sees  the  issue  of  1  Cor  8-10  as  arising  from  changes  in  Paul's  own 
position.  The  prohibition  of  idol  meat  was  not  part  of  Paul's  original  teaching,  as  the 
Decree  was  not  yet  formulated.  141  Paul  sent  the  regulations  of  the  Decree  to  the 
Corinthians  in  his  previous  letter,  which  generated  strong  reactions  from  the 
Corinthians  who  charged  that  Paul  was  not  being  consistent.  According  to  Hurd,  Paul 
had  accepted  the  Decree  in  order  to  win  the  recognition  of  the  Jerusalem  apostles.  But 
Paul  remained  silent  about  the  Decree  in  I  Cor  8-10,  Hurd  theorises,  because  the 
mention  of  the  Decree  would  undermine  his  hold  over  the  Corinthian  church. 
Hurd's  suggestion  that  Paul's  position  has  been  influenced  by  the  Decree  does 
not  explain  why  Paul  argued  so  strongly  and  vehemently  against  idolatry.  Besides,  the 
rigour  in  his  argument  concerning  his  authority  in  1  Cor  9  does  not  suggest  that  he  is 
trying  to  win  the  recognition  of  the  Jerusalem  apostles.  In  fact,  he  appears  quite 
independent  in  asserting  his  apostolic  authority.  The  entire  argument  of  1  Cor  8-10 
gives  the  impression  that  Paul  has  the  conviction  of  scripture,  rather  than  the  influence 
of  the  Decree.  Paul's  position  could  well  be  informed  by  his  previous  training  in  the 
Jewish  scripture,  albeit  with  new  interpretations  in  the  light  of  Christological 
insights.  142  Hurd  seems  to  think  that  the  Corinthians  are  ethnically  Gentile.  However, 
he  does  not  address  the  possibility  of  Jewish  influence  on  the  `strong',  seen  in  their 
slogan  of  the  `one  God'  and  use  of  the  term  c  w?  ov  in  1  Cor  8.4.  It  must  be 
affirmed,  though,  that  he  is  right  that  there  is  Jewish  influence  *n  Paul.  We  need  to 
look  at  how  the  other  two  parties  may  have  Jewish  influence. 
140  Hurd  1983:  148. 
1￿  Hurd  1983:  261. 
142  See  Gooch  1993:  141. 34 
J.  Weiss 
Weiss  posits  that  1  Cor  8  and  10.23-11.1  belong  to  a  later  letter,  while  1  Cor 
10.1-22  constitute  part  of  Paul's  previous  letter  mentioned  in  1  Cor  5.9-13.  In  the 
previous  letter,  Paul  took  a  vehement  stance  against  idolatry,  which  was  shared  by  the 
`weak',  as  a  result  of  his  Jewish  superstition.  143  For  Weiss,  there  are  two  groups  whom 
Paul  seeks  to  address.  In  1  Cor  8  and  10.23-11.1,  Weiss  argues  that  Paul  has 
abandoned  his  fear  of  demons  and  now  advocated  that  eating  itself  is  morally 
indifferent.  Thus  Paul  is  taking  the  stance  of  the  `strong'  in  this  letter.  Where  he 
appears  to  oppose  the  `strong',  it  is  for  the  sake  of  the  `weak',  not  because  he  thinks 
idolatry  is  dangerous. 
144 
Weiss's  partition  of  1  Cor  8-10  has  been  challenged  variously  and  no  longer 
appears  convincing.  145  However,  his  suggestion  that  Paul  had,  in  his  previous  letter, 
commanded  against  idol  meat  because  of  his  Jewish  scruples  might  help  to  illuminate 
1  Cor  8-10.  If  Paul  had  shared  the  position  of  the  `weak'  before,  it  would  mean  the 
`weak'  had  had  Jewish  influence.  This  idea  might  illuminate  our  understanding  of  the 
`weak':  in  what  way  were  the  `weak'  Jewish  in  their  scruples?  And  if  1  Cor  8  and 
10.23-11.1  represent  Paul's  liberation  from  Jewish  superstition,  what  does  that  say 
about  the  `strong',  given  their  belief  in  the  `one  God'  and  the  non-existence  of  idols? 
We  need  to  see  in  what  way  all  parties  here  might  be  Jewish. 
P.  J.  Tonison 
Tomson's  thesis  rests  on  his  assumption  that  Paul  is  operating  within  a  halakhic 
framework  and  tradition,  and  therefore  teaches  a  `rational,  halakhic  definition'  of  what 
143  Weiss  1910:  264. 
144  Weiss  1910:  212,264. 
145  Cf.  Hurd  1983:  131-42;  Gooch  1993:  138;  and  Cheung  1999:  85. 35 
constitutes  idolatry  and  what  does  not.  146  Thus,  unlike  scholars  who  argued  that  Paul 
was  inconsistent,  Tomson  argues  from  ancient  Jewish  idolatry  laws  and  early  Christian 
attitudes  that  it  is  unlikely  Paul  would  condone  eating  idol  meat.  147  Throughout, 
Tomson  seeks  to  see  Paul  and  explicate  1  Cor  8-10  in  the  context  of  Paul's  Jewish 
Pharisaic  background.  The  `strong'  have  yvä3rnS  which  allows  them  to  eat  idol  meat. 
This  'yvd3rnt  ,  according  to  Tomson,  is  lacking  in  the  `weak'  who  are  pagans. 
Tomson  is  right  to  posit  that  Jewish  theology  lies  behind  Paul's  teaching  in  1 
Cor  8-10,  with  different  implications/practical  conclusions  drawn.  However,  his  thesis 
is  too  heavily  dependent  on  the  Tannaitic  halakha  and  therefore  has  not  fully  explored 
Paul's  Christian  convictions  and  how  they  impinge  on  his  position.  Further,  the  use  of 
later  rabbinic  halakha  to  explain  Paul  runs  the  risk  of  anachronism,  a  point  that  has 
been  noted  by  Cheung.  148  Is  this  geographically  and  chronologically  appropriate? 
While  there  are  clear  Jewish  influences  on  Paul  and,  I  shall  argue  below,  on  the 
parties  involved,  would  it  be  possible  for  us  to  explore  the  possible  Jewish  parallels  to 
the  positions  of  the  two  parties,  the  `weak'  and  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10,  by  looking 
at  the  Diaspora?  There  are  at  least  two  advantages  for  doing  this.  First,  the  Corinthian 
church  is  a  Diaspora  community  itself.  Are  there  parallels  to  their  behaviour  regarding 
idol  meat?  Second,  we  have  evidence  of  Jews  living  in  many  parts  of  the 
Mediterranean.  Their  survival  depends  to  a  large  extent  on  how  they  interacted  with 
their  Gentile  surroundings.  But  this  also  suggests  that  it  might  be  possible  for  us  to 
find  Jewish  parallels  to  the  behaviour  of  the  two  parties. 
146  Tomson  1990:  217. 
147  Tomson  1990:  151-86. 
148  Cheung  1999:  307. 36 
A.  Checuzg 
Cheung's  basic  thesis  is  that  idol  food  is  dangerous  if,  and  only  if,  it  is 
identified  as  such.  This  thesis  is  based  on  his  argument  that  Paul's  primary  authority 
for  his  prohibition  against  idol  food  is  the  Jewish  scripture,  although  Cheung  also 
recognises  the  possibility  of  the  background  of  other  Jewish  works.  149  He  further  finds 
support  for  his  thesis  in  the  interpretations  of  Paul  by  early  Christian  authors.  150 
Throughout  his  work,  Cheung  is  concerned  to  show  that  Paul  is  Jewish  in  his  attitude 
towards  idol  food,  thus  categorically  arguing  against  Barrett  and  others.  '5' 
Cheung  is  certainly  right  to  look  at  the  Jewish  scripture  for  the  background  of 
Paul's  attitude.  But  this  research  agenda  of  his  reflects  an  assumption  of  Judaism  - 
Jews  always  reject  idolatry  -  and  a  similar  assumption  about  the  `weak'  as  Gentiles.  152 
This  assumption  is  unnecessary  and,  as  I  shall  show  below  (chapter  four),  there  is 
evidence  that  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  did  not  always  abstain  from  idolatry.  What  1  Cor 
8-10  show  is  that  all  the  parties  seem  to  have  had  Jewish  influence  to  varying  degrees. 
And  we  need  to  investigate  this  important  question  of  the  Jewish  influence  in  1  Cor  8- 
10. 
1.4  Summary  and  conclusion 
We  have  looked  at  the  textual  evidence  for  two  groups  in  1  Cor  8-10  and 
concluded  that  there  are  indeed  two  parties  of  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak',  contrary  to 
Hurd  and  Gooch.  We  have  also  looked  at  the  question  of  the  identities  of  these  two 
groups  and  shown  that  while  it  is  possible  to  identify  the  opinions  and  practice  of  these 
groups,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  their  ethnicity  -  the  groups  could  all  be  Jewish. 
149  Cheung  1999:  31-81. 
150  Cheung  1999:  177-277. 
Cheung  1999:  76-81. 
152  Cheung  1999:  22,  n20. 37 
If  this  tentative  hypothesis  were  to  be  proven  plausible,  which  will  be  discussed  in  the 
following  chapters,  then  it  suggests  that  Judaism  is  not  so  simple  as  most  scholars 
made  it  out  to  be.  One  of  my  tasks  in  this  chapter  was  to  survey  the  scholarly 
interpretations  of  1  Cor  8-10,  with  particular  focus  on  their  view  of  the  `strong'  and  the 
`weak'.  We  have  looked  at  these  in  a  thematic  fashion  and  found  that  all  parties  in  I 
Cor  8-10  have  been  identified  as  `Jewish'  in  different  ways  and  to  varying  degrees. 
And  scholars  who  proposed  a  non-Jewish  interpretation  have  not  denied  the  presence 
of  any  Jewish  influence,  but  merely  looked  at  the  Graeco-Roman  background  of 
dining.  What  is  lacking  is  the  attention  that  should  have  been  paid  to  the  explicitly 
Jewish  slogans  of  the  `strong'. 
There  are  various  ways  of  looking  at  this  phenomenon.  All  the  parties,  namely, 
Paul,  the  `weak'  and  the  `strong',  may  be  Jewish  but  not  all  hold  to  the  same  opinion 
about  the  `one  God'  and  the  idols.  For  example,  Paul  says  in  1  Cor  8.7  that  not  all 
share  the  same  view  of  the  `strong'.  Even  if  all  parties  hold  a  similar  opinion  on  the 
`one  God',  not  all  of  them  may  believe  the  same  about  the  idols  or  the  pagan  Gods. 
Even  if  they  share  similar  beliefs  about  the  idols  as  being  non-existent,  they  need  not 
adopt  the  same  practice.  Thus,  for  example,  the  `strong'  have  no  scruples  about 
attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol  meat.  But  the  `weak'  have  difficulty  with 
such  a  practice.  As  will  be  discussed  below  (chapter  three),  the  position  of  the  `weak' 
seems  to  reflect  Jewish  opinion  about  idols,  which  gives  them  the  scruples  regarding 
eating  idol  meat.  But  the  `strong'  adopt  a  completely  opposite  behaviour  -  they  freely 
eat  idol  meat  because  of  the  belief  that  idols  are  non-existent.  Similarly,  Paul  seems  to 
believe  in  the  non-existence  of  idols,  but  he  continues  to  believe  in  the  reality  of 
demons.  And  he  will  not  allow  his  behaviour  to  give  room  to  any  possible  partnership 
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There  is  a  wide  spectrum  of  views/practices  among  the  Jews  themselves.  And 
this  will  imply  that  Judaism  is  to  some  extent  multifaceted  and  we  therefore  cannot 
oversimplify  Judaism  by  adopting  a  viewpoint  that  makes  Judaism  conform  to  one 
strand  of  view/practice. 
The  purpose  and  rationale  of  my  thesis  is  to  examine  the  issue  of  idolatry  and 
authority  in  1  Cor  8-10  by  looking  at  the  Jewish  Diaspora  communities  and 
establishing  parallels  to  the  behaviour  of  the  parties  in  these  chapters.  And  in  the 
process,  I  hope  to  show  that  the  parties  are  all  `Jewish'  in  varying  ways  but  differ  in 
their  practices.  Thus,  in  the  next  chapter,  we  will  look  first  at  the  examples  of  idolatry 
in  the  LXX  (chapter  two),  using  the  model  or  definitions  found  in  M.  Halbertal  and  A. 
Margalit's  Idolatry.  153  From  here,  we  will  move  to  examine  the  reactions  of 
representative  Diaspora  Jewish  authors  against  idolatry  (chapter  three).  This  will 
illuminate  the  position  of  the  parties  in  1  Cor  8-10  in  which  idols  are  said  to  be  oü6Ev 
tv  xößµco  (cf.  8.4).  While  chapter  three  will  draw  out  the  reactions  to  idolatry, 
chapter  four  will  be  a  discussion  of  Jews'  accommodation  to  idolatry.  I  will  look  at 
the  Jewish  inscriptions  and  papyri,  in  addition  to  other  Jewish  authors,  to  survey  these 
examples  of  idolatrous  behaviour.  This  will  set  up  parallels  to  the  practice/behaviour 
of  the  `strong'  in  eating  idol  meat  as  seen  in  1  Cor  8-10. 
One  of  the  main  aims  of  my  thesis  is  to  look  at  the  question  of  authority,  which 
is  closely  linked  to  idolatry  -  who  decides  what  is  idolatrous  behaviour  and  what  is 
not?  To  do  this,  I  will  examine  the  question  of  leadership  and  discipline  in  the  Jewish 
Diaspora,  and  see  how  the  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  organised  themselves  and  what  they 
did  with  those  who  violated  their  rules/regulations  (chapter  five).  I  will  show  that  the 
law  constituted  the  `final  court'  of  appeal  for  the  Diaspora  Jews.  This  will  enable  me 
153  Halbertal-Margalit  1992. 39 
to  set  up  a  contrast  to  the  Diaspora  churches  such  as  that  of  Corinth,  where  the  law  no 
longer  functions  the  way  it  does  in  a  Jewish  community.  After  discussing  the 
leadership  and  discipline  of  the  Diaspora  Jewish  communities,  I  will  move  to  contrast 
the  positions  of  the  `strong'  and  Paul  regarding  idolatry:  the  `strong'  argue  for  the 
neutrality  of  food  based  on  their  theology,  and  adopt  a  non-traditional  practice;  but 
Paul  sees  eating  idol  meat  in  an  idol  temple  as  equivalent  to  entry  into  a  partnership 
with  the  `demons'  (chapter  six).  Paul's  position  will  be  presented  as  one  that  is  Jewish 
but  modified  with  a  Christian  perspective  that  underpins  his  argument  throughout.  The 
final  chapter  (seven)  will  focus  on  1  Cor  9  which,  I  will  argue,  fulfils  Paul's  double 
purpose  of  defending/re-affirming  his  apostolic  authority  and  setting  himself  as  an 
example  to  the  `strong',  using  precisely  the  authority  that  he  has  just  re-affirmed. 
Because  the  law  no  longer  functions  as  a  `final  court  of  appeal'  for  a  Diaspora  church 
like  the  Corinthian  church,  the  basis  for  authority  and  for  what  is distinctively 
Christian  action  will  have  to  be  found  elsewhere.  And  it  is  here  in  I  Cor  9  that  Paul 
provides  this  basis.  I  will  conclude  the  thesis  with  answers  to  our  questions  raised  in 
this  first  chapter,  offer  a  fresh  approach  to  Paul's  ethics,  and  draw  implications  for 
historical  re-construction  of  ancient  Judaism  and  early  Christianity  as  they  relate  to 
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CHAPTER  TWO 
IDOLATRY:  DEFINITIONS  AND  PATTERNS 
2.1  Introduction 
In  chapter  one,  we  have  seen  that  while  scholars  have  variously  argued  for 
different  interpretations  of  1  Cor  8.1-11.1,  there  remains  a  need  to  explain  how  all 
three  parties  in  the  passage  may  be  Jewish  and  how  these  positions  may  be  illuminated 
by  comparison  with  Diaspora  Judaism. 
The  common  assumption  regarding  what  is  Jewish  almost  always  assumes 
some  definition  of  idolatry  -  the  worship  of  idols  and/or  eating  idol  food.  However, 
none  of  the  scholars  surveyed  in  chapter  one  has  defined  idolatry  in  a  comprehensive 
way.  '  This  means  the  issue  of  idolatry  becomes  a  subjective  one  -  different  people 
will  define  idolatry  differently  and  thus  practise  according  to  what  they  think  is  or  is 
not  idolatry.  2  For  example,  does  eating  idol-meat  constitute  idolatry?  Or  does  idolatry 
take  place  only  when  such  eating  involves  actual  idols?  Thus,  is  a  monotheist,  who 
only  views  eating  idol-meat  but  not  visits  to  pagan  temples  as  idolatry,  committing 
idolatry  when  he  or  she  conducts  business  transactions  at  a  pagan  temple?  Similarly,  a 
person  may  not  think  that  eating  idol-meat  constitutes  idolatry,  only  if  one  worships  an 
idol.  But  to  others  who  do  not  think  so,  that  person  is  idolatrous.  3  Even  within  the 
Jewish  tradition,  idolatry  does  not  seem  to  be  a  clearly  defined  category  (see  below). 
This  shows,  as  in  chapter  one,  that  there  is  no  single  definition  of  idolatry.  And  in 
1  To  my  mind,  the  one  scholar  who  has  pointed  in  the  right  direction  is  Derek  Newton.  His  point  that 
the  passage  of  1  Cor  8.1-11.1  is  complex  with  ambiguity,  boundary  definition  difficulties  and 
conceptual  differences  in  opinion  shows  the  need  for  a  proper  definition  of  idolatry  (see  Newton 
1998:  21-23). 
2  Newton  1998:  22  points  out  that  `the  whole  church  in  Corinth  represented  its  multiple  views  to  Paul', 
and  rightly  says,  `We  cannot  assume  that  the  Corinthians  held  the  same  concepts  and  boundaries  as  Paul 
with  regard  to  such  concepts  as  idolatry,  worship  and  Christianity'  (1998:  23). 
3  Batnitzky  2000:  3  rightly  shows,  from  a  modern  philosophical  perspective,  how  `idolatry'  as  one 
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order  to  understand  the  issues  concerning  idolatry,  a  multifaceted  set  of  definitions  will 
need  to  be  established.  Such  definitions  are  important  as  they  will  enable  us  to  identify 
what  we  are  looking  for  in  the  texts  we  examine,  and  also  to  understand  why  some 
Jews  accommodated  to  idolatry  while  others  found  it  objectionable  (see  further  chapter 
four  below). 
Although  Halbertal  and  Margalit's  work,  Idolatry  (1992),  spans  across  a  much 
wider  Jewish  terrain  and  historical  period,  it  draws  from  the  biblical  motifs  and 
employs  them  philosophically  to  analyse  the  question  of  idolatry.  And  because  their 
work  looks  at  idolatry  from  a  multifaceted  perspective,  it  serves  as  a  useful  critical  tool 
for  understanding  the  Jewish  texts  on  idolatry.  Thus,  I  will  employ  their  analysis  and 
apply  it  to  the  discussion  of  idolatry  in  the  base  Jewish  text,  i.  e.  the  Septuagint. 
Because  the  LXX  serves  as  the  basic  religious  text  for  the  Diaspora  Jews,  a  discussion 
of  idolatry  in  the  LXX  will  enable  us  to  trace  the  patterns  of  thought  on  idolatry  which 
are  operative  within  the  LXX.  The  discussion  will  also  enable  us  to  understand  how 
different  Jews  might  interpret  the  LXX  differently,  when  we  look  at  the  other  Jewish 
texts  later.  4 
In  the  subsequent  discussion  of  other  Jewish  texts,  inscriptional  and 
papyrological  sources,  we  will  continue  to  examine  the  issue  of  idolatry  using  the 
critical  analysis  as  set  out  in  Halbertal  and  Margalit's  work.  Thus,  the  task  here  must 
begin  with  an  overview  of  Halbertal  and  Margalit's  critical  analysis. 
2.2  An  analysis  of  Idolatry:  Halbertal  and  Margalit  (1992) 
In  their  book  Idolatry,  Halbertal  and  Margalit  address  the  central  question  - 
what  is  idolatry  and  why  is  it  viewed  as  an  unspeakable  sin?  What  they  are  interested 
in  are  the  various  models  of  this  concept  in  the  monotheistic  religions,  especially  in 
One  example  is  Josephus'  use  of  Num  25  incident  (see  chapter  3.4.2  below). 42 
Judaism.  5  They  look  at  the  different  concepts  of  idolatry  by  looking  at  the  different 
models.  This  is  done  by  looking  also  at  the  different  concepts  of  God,  for  these 
concepts  create  different  concepts  of  idolatry  when  reversed. 
(1)  The  sin  of  idolatry  is  first  of  all  seen  in  the  framework  of  anthropomorphic 
concepts  of  God  through  the  biblical  metaphor  of  marriage  relationships.  This  is 
because  the  marriage  relationships  are  exclusive  and  therefore  provide  a  useful 
explanation  for  the  sin  of  idolatry.  The  marriage  metaphors  are  used  to  describe  the 
relationship  between  Israel  and  Yahweh.  6  For  example,  the  marriage  metaphor  in 
Hosea  provides  a  description  of  the  relationship  between  Israel  and  her  God  as  one  in 
which  Israel  as  the  wife  has  been  `unfaithful'  to  her  husband,  God  (cf.  Hos  1.2;  2.9-11; 
14-15).  7  What  is  involved  is  a  `jealous'  God  whose  wife  has  `betrayed'  him.  Such 
`betrayal'  is  viewed  as  such  because  of  God's  `jealousy',  which  has  two  sides  to  it:  (1) 
Israel's  `betrayal'  or  `unfaithfulness'  constitutes  a  threat  to  his  power;  and  (2)  Israel's 
idolatry  means  humiliation  for  God.  `Unfaithfulness'  defines  idolatry  when  another 
God  or  an  alien  cult  other  than  Yahweh  is  worshipped.  Since  `betrayal'  is  closely 
linked  to  `unfaithfulness',  idolatry  may  also  be  seen  as  a  form  of  `rebellion'  through 
`betrayal'.  In  this  case,  the  breach  of  the  covenant  would  be  viewed  as  idolatry. 
(2)  Another  aspect  of  idolatry  concerns  the  ways  God  is  represented.  Not  only. 
is  the  worship  of  other  Gods  forbidden,  but  the  representation  of  God  by  means  of  a 
statue  or  picture  is  also  banned.  There  are  basically  three  type  of  representations:  '  (1) 
similarity-based  representation,  which  refers  to  the  representation  of  one  thing  by 
another  because  it  is  similar  to  it;  (2)  causal-metonymic  representation,  which  refers 
s  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  1. 
6  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  9-36. 
7  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  11-23. 
8  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  38-66. 43 
not  to  a  relation  of  similarity  but  a  relationship  of  possession;  for  example  a 
handkerchief  of  someone  represents  him/her  not  because  it  resembles  him/her  but 
because  it  belongs  to  him/her;  9  and  (3)  convention-based  representation,  which  refers 
to  the  convention  that  permits  something  to  be  so  called.  For  example,  a  cup  is  called 
a  cup  without  (1)  and  (2)  but  because  there  is  a  convention  that  allows  the  word  `cup' 
to  represent  the  physical  object  from  which  we  drink.  The  issue  of  representation 
arises  with  regard  to  the  definition  of  idolatry  through  misrepresenting  God  by  means 
of  an  object,  or  by  treating  the  Gods/demons  as  if  they  were  the  true  God,  thus 
confusing  God  with  them.  The  second  commandment  explicitly  prohibits 
representing  God  at  all  with  an  image  (cf.  Exod  20.3-4).  Since  God  cannot  be 
represented,  any  physical  representation  of  God  will  be  viewed  as  an  act  of  idolatry.  1° 
Conventional  representation  in  the  sense  of  linguistic  representation  is 
permitted  in  the  biblical  tradition.  However,  there  is  a  fine  line  between  linguistic 
representation  and  similarity-based  representation  of  God,  i.  e.  between  speaking  of 
God  as  a  mighty  king  and  drawing  a  picture  of  him  as  such.  Although  there  are 
various  arguments  in  favour  of  linguistic  representation,  Maimonides  developed  a 
strong  objection  that  linguistic  representations  can  be  even  more  dangerous  because 
they  state  propositions  and  make  judgements.  Thus,  the  distinction  between  these  two 
types  of  representation  should  be  abolished. 
There  is  another  view,  that  is,  that  the  `Torah  speaks  in  the  language  of  the 
people'.  "  This  view  rejects  the  types  of  representation  mentioned  above.  It  sees  the 
Torah  as  speaking  in  the  language  of  the  people,  i.  e.  the  people  understand  best  the 
9  Metonymic  representation  appears  to  be  permitted  in  the  biblical  tradition  as  can  be  seen  in  the  OT 
such  as  the  Temple  and  all  that  is  in  it,  such  as  the  Holy  of  Holies,  the  Ark  of  the  Covenant,  etc. 
10  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  45-49.  Such  representations  are  less  likely  to  lead  to  any  false  conception  of 
God.  However,  false  conception  of  God  can  take  place  when  one  equates,  for  example,  the  Ark  of  the 
Covenant  as  powerful  as  if  it  were  God  himself.  Thus,  the  issue  is  with  misrepresentation  of  God. 
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language  in  which  they  have  been  brought  up  and  taught.  However,  this  view  of 
language  raises  the  question  of  the  limitations  of  language  in  describing  God.  Further, 
there  is  always  the  danger  that  the  use  of  language  will  distort,  rather  than  accurately 
describe,  the  true  God,  since  human  language  is  limited  and  humanity  on  their  own  do 
not  know  anything  positive  about  God.  This  further  raises  the  question  of  the 
appropriateness  of  a  particular  representation,  be  it  linguistic,  anthropomorphic,  or 
otherwise. 
There  are  two  aspects  to  the  problem  of  anthropomorphism:  (1)  does  it  provide 
an  erroneous  picture  of  God?  And  (2)  does  it  provide  a  disrespectful  and  inappropriate 
picture  of  God?  This  leads  to  the  cognitive  level  or  aspect  of  idolatry. 
Idolatry  is  here  defined  in  terms  of  cognitive  error.  In  this  error,  one 
internalises  idolatrous  beliefs  so  that  even  though  one  may  worship  in  a  monotheistic 
setting,  one  is  still  an  idolater.  12  In  other  words,  the  concept  of  idolatry  is  being 
transferred  from  the  performance  of  alien  ritual  worship  to  harbouring  alien  beliefs. 
This  is  explained  as  `mental  internalisation',  which  `refers  to  a  description  of  the  deity 
that  uses  mental  expressions  in  a  literal  sense'.  13 
Another  aspect  of  cognitive  error  is  found  in  false  worship  and  false  belief. 
False  worship  may  be  defined  in  terms  of  `wrong'  kinds  of  action,  i.  e.  the  action  that 
renders  to  the  true  God  what  is  meant  for  pagan  Gods  or  alien  cults.  False  belief  is 
closely  linked  to  false  worship  -  it  precedes  false  worship.  This  leads  to  imagination, 
which  Halbertal  and  Margalit  define  in  terms  of  what  provides  us  with  objects  for  the 
error  of  false  belief.  But  false  belief  and  imagination  further  give  rise  to  a  lack  of 
abstraction. 
12  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  109. 
13  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  110. 45 
The  lack  of  abstraction,  it  is  argued,  forces  people  to  conceive  of  God  in 
observable  terms.  And  observable  terms  provide  the  potential  for  error.  In  view  of  the 
above,  i.  e.  false  belief,  imagination  and  lack  of  abstraction,  the  question  of  intention 
becomes  an  important  factor  in  defining  idolatry.  For  whom  one  intends  the  worship 
indicates  whether  it  is  idolatry;  what  kind  of  worship  one  intends  for  the  true  God  also 
plays  a  part.  In  other  words,  if  a  worshipper  intends  the  right  kind  of  worship  to  the 
wrong  God  (or  alien  cult),  it  is  considered  idolatry.  Similarly,  if  one  intends  the  wrong 
kind  of  worship  to  the  true  God,  it  is  equally  considered  to  be  idolatry.  14  This  leads  us 
to  the  question  of  what  or  who  constitutes  the  `right'  or  `wrong'  God. 
Halbertal  and  Margalit  argue  that  no  description  of  God  is  adequate  and  that  the 
`right'  God  can  only  be  identified  through  his  proper  name.  The  identification  of  the 
`right'  God  is  made  impossible  if  we  take  Maimonides'  view  that  any  description  of 
God  will  be  false.  However,  if  we  take  G.  E.  Moore's  causal  condition  as  the  criterion, 
then  tradition  will  guarantee  the  conception  of  the  `right  God'  by  the  `shared  form  of 
worship,  and  by  the  worshiper's  intent  to  worship  the  God  of  his  fathers'.  '5 
The  identification  of  the  `right'  God  leads  to  the  question  of  idolatrous  practice. 
The  practice  of  idolatry  may  be  simply  the  worship  of  any  object  other  than  God.  But 
at  times,  it  involves  certain  ways  of  worshipping  God,  i.  e.  the  method  of  worshipping 
God.  In  defining  wrong  worship,  Halbertal  and  Margalit  point  out  that  the  perspective 
of  a  practical  definition  of  idolatry,  based  on  the  method  of  worship,  means  that  there 
is  a  shift  from  the  cognitive  error  to  the  practice  of  worship  that  `regards  every 
deviation  from  the  accepted  method  of  worship  as  a  form  of  idolatry,  even  if  it  is  God 
himself  who  is  being  worshipped'.  16  This  perspective  means  that  a  form  of  worship 
14  For  a  more  in-depth  discussion  of  'intention',  see  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  202-9. 
15  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  162. 
16  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  181. 46 
can  still  be  idolatrous  even  if  no  idol  or  false  god  is  involved.  This  means  it  is 
necessary  to  answer  the  question,  what  is  worship?  Do  those  who  forbid  the  worship 
of  other  Gods  deny  their  existence,  or  do  they  admit  their  existence  but  forbid  their 
worship? 
The  issue  for  the  monotheists  is  that  there  can  be  only  the  worship  of  one  God. 
What  constitutes  `correct'  worship  may  be  gleaned  from  the  OT  incident  of  the  golden 
calf.  The  story  shows  that  the  basic  difference  between  idol  worshippers  and  the 
worshippers  of  God  is  the  difference  in  the  method  of  worship.  And  it  appears  that 
while  Israel  in  the  wilderness  did  not  worship  an  alien  cult,  the  Israelites  have 
misrepresented  Yahweh  with  the  image  of  a  calf.  Thus,  one's  intention  of  worshipping 
God  may  be  acceptable  but  one's  method  may  not. 
The  final  issue  dealt  with  by  Halbertal  and  Margalit  is  that  of  idolatry  and 
political  authority.  17  They  argue  that  religious  language  is  filled  with  metaphors  of 
political  sovereignty  describing  God  and  his  people.  This  is  even  more  so  in  the 
biblical  tradition  where  the  covenant  between  God  and  Israel  is  perceived  as  that 
between  a  king  and  his  vassals. 
In  contrast  to  the  marital  metaphor,  in  a  political  metaphor  God  is  the  king  to 
whom  his  people  must  yield  total  loyalty.  What  is  God's  relationship  to  the  system  of 
human  dominion?  Is  political  loyalty  to  God  so  exclusive  that  any  other  political 
loyalty  is  considered  a  betrayal  and  thus  idolatry?  This  limits  the  potential  for 
establishing  human  political  institutions.  Israel  under  Samuel  no  longer  could  continue 
living  under  the  burden  of  a  holy  political  sovereignty  so  that  they  demanded  a  king. 
In  fact,  the  failure  of  the  prophets  in  their  politics  is  precisely  because  of  the 
uncompromising  requirement  of  the  exclusive  heavenly  sovereignty  of  God.  The 
17  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  214-35. 47 
exclusivity  of  this  political  leadership  of  God  was  waived  by  God  when  Israel 
demanded  a  king  (cf.  1  Sam  8.6).  But  such  a  waiver  was  `conditional  on  both  the  king 
and  the  people  understanding  that  they  are  still  subject  to  God  and  that  the  king  is 
nothing  but  an  agent:.  ..,. 
18  Thus,  1  Sam  8.7-8  shows  that  even  though  there  may  be  a 
king  in  Israel,  he  is  only  to  be  an  agent,  and  that  any  rejection  of  a  political  leadership 
is  in  fact  a  rejection  of  God.  And  this  rejection  is  compared  to  Israel's  rejection  of 
God  and  worship  of  other  Gods  in  the  wilderness  (v  8).  Thus  the  failure  to  recognise 
the  sovereignty  of  God,  i.  e.  failure  to  be  loyal  to  God,  constitutes  another  definition  of 
idolatry. 
2.2.1  Summary 
The  above  analysis  enables  us  to  see  idolatry  being  defined  in  two  broad 
categories,  namely,  the  worship  of  other  Gods  or alien  cult,  and  misrepresenting,  or 
dishonouring  God  (Yahweh).  These  two  can  take  place  simultaneously  or 
independently. 
Worship  of  other  Gods  or  alien  cult 
There  are  two  further  aspects  of  this  first  category.  (1)  The  first  aspect  is  that 
of  `unfaithfulness'  in  which  we  may  understand  idolatry  through  the  metaphor  of  the 
marriage  relationship,  which  describes  Israel  or  the  people  of  God  as  the  wife  while 
God  is  the  husband.  Idolatry  is  thus  understood  to  be  `unfaithfulness'  when  Israel 
turns  away  from  God  to  other  Gods  just  as  an  unfaithful  wife  turns  away  from  her 
husband  to  other  men.  It  is  therefore  a  form  of  rebellion  against  the  true  God.  And 
owing  to  the  fact  that  the  true  God  always  remains  true,  such  `unfaithfulness'  would 
mean  that  it  is  also  a  form  of  `betrayal'  of  the  true  God  by  those  who  turn  against  him. 
An  example  is  Israel's  worship  of  the  Baal. 
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(2)  The  second  aspect  within  the  first  category  is  that  of  disregarding  ancestral 
customs  and  tradition.  In  the  case  of  Israel,  the  breach  of  the  covenant  with  God  will 
be  seen  as  a  form  of  idolatry.  Israelite  religion  is  an  ancestral  tradition  in  the  sense  that 
it  begins  as  a  family  belief  which  gradually  grows  to  become  institutionalised, 
climaxing  in  the  written  code  of  the  Torah.  The  belief  is  then  passed  down  from  one 
generation  to  another  serving  as  a  norm  for  each  successive  generation's  individual  as 
well  as  communal  life  and  practice.  The  central  motif  of  this  tradition  is  embedded  in 
the  covenant,  which  is  expressed  in  and  through  the  Law  given  by  Moses.  Because  the 
tradition  is  accepted  as  being  given  by  the  one  true  God,  any  act  of  worship  that 
contradicts  the  ancestral  tradition  is  deemed  idolatrous. 
Misrepresenting/dishonouring  God  (Yahweh) 
The  second  broad  category  is  that  of  misrepresenting,  or  dishonouring  the  true 
God  (Yahweh).  Under  this  category,  idolatry  may  be  defined  in  two  ways.  First, 
visually,  that  is,  by  representing  God  with  an  object.  Thus,  any  effort  in  trying  to 
represent  God  physically  or  visually  by  any  form  will  be  deemed  idolatrous.  An 
example  of  misrepresenting  God  visually  is  the  golden  calf  event  in  Exod  32. 
The  second  definition  is  on  the  cognitive  level.  While  idolatry  has  often  been 
thought  of  as  building  and  worshipping  an  idol,  it  in  fact  can  happen  without 
necessarily  having  an  idol.  The  understanding  of  idolatry  as  cognitive  error  identifies 
three  areas  in  which  idolatry  takes  place.  (1)  One  area  refers  to  the  `wrong'  kind  of 
worship,  which  can  be  further  defined  in  two  ways.  (a)  The  first  is  by  intention.  When 
a  person  worships  the  true  God  but  with  a  wrong  intention,  that  is,  mentally  the  person 
has  in  mind  some  other  Gods,  idolatry  has  taken  place.  19  (b)  The  second  is  by  action. 
19  Halbertal  &  Margalit  1992:  109  explain  that  a  person  may  worship  in  a  synagogue  alongside  his  fellow 
monotheistic  Jews  and  behave  in  a  manner  totally  indistinguishable  from  a  monotheist.  However,  his 
concept  of  divinity  may  be  so  'distorted  by  errors  and  corporealizing'  that  his  intentions  in  worship  can 
only  be  described  as  worshipping  an  alien  God. 49 
A  person  may  worship  God  with  all  the  right  conceptions  of  divinity  but  with  an  act 
that  is  inappropriate  to  the  worship  of  God.  For  example,  one  may  worship  God  with 
the  acts  of  worship  normally  prescribed  by  the  nations  for  their  own  cults  or  Gods  - 
such  a  worship  constitutes  the  `wrong'  kind  of  worship. 
Under  the  definition  of  `wrong'  kinds  of  worship,  either  wrong  intention  or 
wrong  action  will  constitute  idolatry.  In  other  words,  the  right  action  with  the  wrong 
intention  or  the  right  intention  with  the  wrong  action  would  render  the  worship 
idolatrous.  Both  action  and  intention  must  be  right  in  order  that  idolatry  as  `wrong' 
kind  of  worship  may  not  take  place.  This  is  a  two-pronged  approach  in  which 
monotheism  is  safeguarded  and  idolatry  defined.  An  example  of  right  belief  or 
conceptions  about  the  true  God  but  with  the  `wrong'  actions  may  be  seen  in  the  act  of 
eating  idol-meat  in  the  presence  of  the  Gods  in  1  Cor  8-10.20 
(2)  Another  area  of  cognitive  error  is  that  of  confusing  God  with  nature  or 
mixing  God  with  other  Gods/demons  (Satµdvta).  When  Israel  views  an  object,  be  it 
a  tree,  or  a  stone,  or  the  sun,  and  such  like,  and  attributes  power  to  it  even  though  no 
actual  worship  of  the  object  takes  place,  21  idolatry  is  deemed  to  have  taken  place.  In 
this  case,  it  is  different  from  representing  God  with  an  object  such  as  the  golden  calf, 
or  the  `wrong'  kind  of  worship  in  terms  of  action  or  intention. 
(3)  The  third  area  of  cognitive  error  may  be  seen  in  Israel's  failure  to  recognise 
the  sovereignty  and/or  the  uniqueness  of  God.  For  example,  when  Israel  demands  a 
king,  it  is  seen  as  her  failure  to  recognise  God's  rule  over  her  and  thus  her  failure  to 
recognise  God's  sovereignty. 
20  The  `strong'  may  hold  the  right  view  of  God  as  one,  but  their  action  of  eating  idol  meat  in  the  pagan 
temple  renders  them  idolatrous. 
21  Most  of  the  time,  however,  the  people  would  tend  to  bow  down  and  worship  an  object  which  they 
perceive  as  having  power. 50 
The  above  analysis  of  Halbertal  and  Margalit  yields  at  least  two  achievements. 
(1)  It  has  identified  different  definitions  of  idolatry  which  are  interwoven  in  the  Jewish 
tradition  but  are  intellectually  separable  and  of  varying  degrees  of  importance  to 
different  Jews.  22  Thus,  in  our  analysis  of  the  LXX  and  other  Jewish  texts,  including  1 
Corinthians,  the  Halbertal-Margalit  analysis  will  be  useful  in  identifying  what  are  the 
different  determining  patterns  of  thought  on  idolatry  for  different  Jews.  Such  patterns 
of  thought  are  most  likely  the  reasons  for  which  different  Jews  acted  they  way  they  did 
regarding  idolatry.  (2)  By  indicating  the  complexities  and  subtleties  in  the  definition 
of  idolatry,  the  analysis  reveals  the  possible  spaces  Jews  might  carve  out  for 
themselves  which  they  might  not  consider  idolatrous,  but  which  are  considered 
idolatrous  by  others.  For  example,  a  Jew  may  attend  a  pagan  temple  but  claim  to  be 
worshipping  the  one  God  because  he  or  she  denies  the  existence  of  idols.  23  But  others 
may  still  accuse  him/her  of  employing  the  wrong  method  of  worship,  or  having  the 
wrong  intentions  (see  chapter  four  below).  In  other  words,  although  the  definitions 
yielded  by  Halbertal  and  Margalit's  analysis  are  complementary,  they  do  not  form  one 
single  package. 
The  above  definitions  of  idolatry  will  serve  as  a  critical  tool  for  analysing  the 
various  Jewish  texts,  including  1  Cor  8-10,  in  our  subsequent  chapters.  We  will  begin 
with  the  LXX. 
2.3  Idolatry  in  the  LXX 
That  the  LXX  constitutes  the  base  Diaspora  Jewish  text  is  undeniably  clear. 
This  is  because  the  LXX  is  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  scripture  that  was  clearly  meant 
22  This  will  enable  us  to  see  the  different  emphases  placed  upon  different  definitions  in  different  Jewish 
texts,  and  thus  help  us  see  on  what  grounds  Jews  identified  an  act  as  idolatrous. 
23  See  for  example,  Halbertal  1998:  157-72,  where  he  shows  from  the  Mishnah  Abodah  Zarah  how  Jews 
carved  out  the  space  for  themselves  in  which  they  justified  their  action  or  behaviour.  See  chapter  4.6 
below. 51 
for  the  Greek  speaking  Jews  in  the  Diaspora.  The  LXX  was  for  the  Diaspora  Jews  an 
important  part  of  their  identity  and  a  guide  to  their  life  as  a  people.  It  provided  the 
language,  history  and  authority  to  which  Diaspora  Jews  of  different  kinds  appealed. 
For  example,  Moses,  the  Law,  and  the  different  Jewish  stories  have  been  cited  by 
different  Jewish  authors  to  argue  for  a  particular  policy,  or  advocate  a  particular  value, 
or  champion  a  particular  cause.  24 
A  survey  of  idolatry  in  the  LXX  would  therefore  serve  as  a  foundation  for  the 
subsequent  analysis  of  other  Jewish  texts.  A  survey  such  as  this  will  also  enable  us  to 
trace  the  different  definitions  and  patterns  of  thought  on  idolatry  in  different  periods  of 
Israel's  history  that  are  operating  in  the  LXX.  Since  the  LXX  plays  a  seminal  role  in 
Diaspora  Judaism,  the  survey  of  idolatry  would  provide  an  important  path  towards  the 
understanding  of  Diaspora  Judaism  on  idolatry. 
However,  our  discussion  will  only  focus  on  texts  which  explicitly  concern 
idolatry.  Two  reasons  may  be  adduced  for  this.  First,  the  bulk  of  the  material  is 
simply  too  diverse  for  an  exhaustive  study  to  be  done.  It  is,  in  any  case,  not  my 
purpose  to  do  an  exhaustive  study.  Second,  the  above  definitions  require  that  the 
passages  cited  be  analysed  straightforwardly.  Using  the  above  definitions  means  that 
the  classification  of  the  texts  cited  has  to  be  arbitrary,  and  thus  the  process  has  to  be 
very  selective,  i.  e.  those  closer  to  a  particular  definition  will  be  placed  under  that 
definition,  even  though  it  they  may  also  appear  to  fit  another  definition.  We  will  see 
that  some  of  the  texts  chosen  under  a  particular  category  refer  to  one  period  of  Israel's 
history  more  than  others.  For  example,  under  the  category  of  worship  of  other  Gods 
(alien  cults),  examples  from  the  exilic  period  are  cited  more  often.  This  could  serve  as 
a  hint  that  Israel  in  exile  turned  to  other  Gods  more  regularly  or  readily,  perhaps 
24  E.  g.  Philo,  Josephus,  Artapanus,  I,  2,3,  and  4  Maccabees,  to  name  a  few. 52 
because  the  people  were  in  an  alien  land  where  interaction  with  alien  cults  was  more 
frequent.  2  But  texts  on  idolatry  during  the  pre-exilic  period  tend  to  come  under  the 
second  category:  misrepresenting  God,  which  again  suggests  that  Israel  before  exile 
had  frequently  dishonoured  Yahweh. 
2.3.1  The  first  two  commandments 
That  the  first  and  second  commandments  are  frequently  cited  in  the  many 
Jewish  texts  that  critique  idolatry  shows  these  commandments  to  be  foundational  to  the 
concept  of  `monotheism'.  However,  do  the  first  two  commandments  recognise  the 
existence  of  other  Gods,  but  prohibit  only  Israelites  from  worshipping  these  Gods  but 
not  the  Gentiles  (monolatry)?  Or  do  these  commandments  stipulate  that  only  Yahweh 
is  to  be  worshipped,  and  that  all  other  Gods  are  denied  (monotheism)?  It  appears  that 
there  is  evidence  suggesting  both  possibilities.  It  is  necessary  to  cite  the  two 
commandments  here:  26 
The  first  commandment: 
'  E-yuS  F-1  p  xüptos  b  6c6s  ßou,  tau  Ltijywyov  ae  Lx  'yi  g  Aiywvcov 
et  oticou  SovX£taS.  ovx  eaovtcu  cot  Ocoi  9ticpot  itXrjv  ep  oü. 
`I  am  the  Lord  your  God,  who  brought  you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  from  the 
house  of  slavery.  You  shall  have  no  other  Gods  except  me'(Exod  20.2). 
The  second  commandment: 
ob  7touuactg  ßcavtiw  d5co%ov  ov8E  itav  o'g  bµoiwµa,  (Saa  Lv  't 
ovpavw  dvw  Kai'  baa  ev  tifi  yf  Kc  'tcu  xai  äßa  Cv  tiotq  vSaaty 
25  Similarly,  during  the  wilderness  sojourn,  Israel  had  engaged  in  idolatry,  again  perhaps  due  to  their 
constant  encounter  with  alien  cults.  One  example  is  the  Num  25  incident  (see  2.2.2  below). 
26  When  the  first  commandment  ends  and  the  second  begins  is  open  to  debate.  However,  Philo  and 
Josephus  represent  the  first  two  in  the  present  arrangement  (see  Philo,  Decal  12;  and  Josephus,  Ant  3.9  1- 
92).  Cf.  Weinfeld  1990:  6-7  who  reconstructs  the  ten  commandments  based  on  Philo  and  Josephus.  For 
a  thorough  treatment  of  the  various  versions  of  the  Decalogue,  see  Greenberg  1990:  83-119. 53 
iNCOK&uu  tills  yfi  .  ov  ltpOGKDVl  CYZI;  avtiois  0üE6  µrj  XatipcVaT 
, 
IS 
aivtioiS.  Eycii  yo  p  Ei  p  xüptog  6  OEÖS  aou,... 
`You  shall  not  make  for  yourself  an  idol  nor  likeness  of  anything  in  heaven 
above  or  on  the  earth  below  or  in  the  waters  under  the  earth.  You  shall  not 
worship  them  or  serve  them.  For  I  am  the  Lord  your  God...  '  (Exod  20.4). 
The  first  commandment,  which  sets  the  tone  for  the  rest,  27  lays  the  foundational 
principle  for  the  relationship  between  Yahweh  and  Israel:  I  am  the  Lord  your  God. 
And  this  is  set  within  the  historical  context  of  deliverance  from  Egypt  and  the  covenant 
into  which  Yahweh  entered  with  Israel.  28  Yahweh  is  therefore  the  only  God  of  Israel. 
The  second  may  be  a  logical  deduction  from  the  first:  Israel  is  not  to  make  any  idols; 
nor  is  Israel  allowed  to  worship  or  serve  them.  The  question  is  whether  these  two 
commandments  are  meant  only  for  Israel,  or  whether  they  extend  beyond  Israel  to 
include  Gentiles.  In  other  words,  are  the  first  two  commandments  meant  to  advocate 
monotheism,  or  henotheism  (or  monolatry)?  29 
The  first  commandment  seems  to  suggest  that  there  are  other  Gods,  but  Israel  is 
precisely  barred  from  going  after  them  because  their  Lord  is  Yahweh  God.  In  this 
case,  the  commandment  is  applicable  only  to  Jews  and  not  to  Gentiles.  However,  we 
see  in  the  second  commandment  a  prohibition  against  idol-making,  which  presumably 
includes  the  physical  representation  of  Yahweh,  with  the  reiteration  that  Yahweh  is 
27  The  question  of  who  God  is  in  relation  to  Israel  is  of  utmost  importance  to  the  significance  of  the  rest 
of  the  commandments.  Albeck  1990:  265  rightly  concludes  that  the  first  commandment  itself  suggests 
that  God  is  known  through  the  commandments  themselves,  and  that  this  commandment  is  actually  a 
command  to  believe  in  God.  Thus,  Houtman  2000:  19  says  that  this  commandment  is  the  `most 
fundamental'  commandment  for  the  entire  Old  Testament. 
28  Cf.  Urbach  1990:  172-73. 
29  Henotheism  is  here  taken  to  mean  belief  in  one  God  who  is  not  necessarily  the  only  God.  Monolatry, 
on  the  other  hand,  means  the  worship  of  one  God,  without  excluding  belief  in  others.  Cf.  Gnuse 
1997:  62-228  where  he  argues  for  a  developmental  monotheism  in  Israel. 54 
God.  In  the  second  commandment,  the  word  `idol'  (ct&wXov)  is  used,  thus  suggesting 
that  the  ban  covers  the  Gentile  idols. 
Houtman  correctly  points  out  that  the  first  two  commandments  do  not  prohibit 
the  Gentiles  from  worshipping  their  Gods.  For  Yahweh  has  entered  into  a  relationship 
with  Israel,  not  with  the  Gentiles.  Thus,  the  concern  here  is  with  the  right  worship  of 
Yahweh  and  thus  the  Decalogue  requires  `monolatry'  of  Israel.  30  This  means  the 
temptation  to  worship  other  Gods  was  real,  which  is  the  reason  why  Yahweh  God  is 
concerned  that  Israelites  do  not  worship  other  Gods.  31  It  also  suggests  that  the  first 
two  commandments  could  be  used  by  Jews  to  critique  the  Gentile  Gods,  that  is,  if 
Yahweh  alone  is  the  true  God,  then  all  Gentile  Gods  must  be  false.  However,  if 
Gnuse's  thesis  is  tenable  that  monotheism  as  a  religious  concept  developed  over  a 
period  of  time,  32  then  it  is  entirely  possible  that  not  all  Israelites  had  the  same 
understanding  about  monotheism  and  how  Yahweh  was  to  be  worshipped.  3  For 
example,  the  golden  calf  incident  shows  that  the  Israelites  thought  the  calf  was  their 
God  who  led  them  out  of  Egypt  (Exod  32.4).  Similarly,  not  all  monotheists 
necessarily  have  the  same  understanding  of  the  `one  God'.  For  example,  the  `strong' 
in  Corinth  believe  in  the  `one  God',  to  the  exclusion  of  all  idols.  But  for  Paul,  there 
are  still  Gods  in  heaven  and  on  earth  and  eating  idol  meat  constitutes  partnership  with 
demons  (cf.  1  Cor  10.22;  see  chapter  six  below).  Thus,  in  the  following,  besides  using 
30  Houtman  2000:  20. 
31  Thus,  Childs  1974:  403  writes:  '...  in  the  first  commandment  the  prohibition  describes  the  relation  of 
Yahweh  to  Israel  by  categorically  eliminating  other  Gods  as  far  as  Israel  is  concerned'.  This  statement 
reiterates  his  earlier  statement  that  `Yahweh's  exclusiveness  in  the  sense  that  Yahweh  alone  has 
existence  is  not  contained  in  the  first  commandment'. 
32  See  Gnuse  1997:  129-76  who  argues  for  a  development  of  monotheism,  which  is  arrived  at  only  during 
the  Babylonian  exile.  Thus,  during  the  pre-exilic  Mosaic  period  there  was  no  developed  monotheism 
and  Israel's  monotheism  began  with  much  the  same  pluralistic  cultic  beliefs  as  the  Canaanites. 
"  Thus,  inscriptional  evidence  shows  that  Yahweh  and  Asherah  were  in  some  way  related.  See  Meshel 
1979:  24-35,  cited  in  Gnuse  1997:  70,  n19. 55 
Halbertal  and  Margalit's  definitions,  we  will  also  see  how  the  first  two  commandments 
are  brought  to  bear  on  the  issue  of  idolatry. 
2.3.2  Worship  of  other  Gods  (alien  cults) 
The  metaphor  of  `unfaithfulness' 
Num  25.1-9  provides  us  with  an  account  of  the  Israelites'  worship  of  the  Baal 
of  Peor.  The  incident  took  place  at  Shittim  which,  according  to  Davies,  was  an  ancient 
pre-Israelite  sanctuary  where  `worship  was  marked  by  strongly  Canaanite  features'.  34 
It  was  also  the  last  stop-over  before  the  Israelites  crossed  over  the  Jordan  (Num  33.49). 
The  story  about  Israel's  idolatry  is  progressive.  First,  the  Israelites  entered  into  sexual 
relations  with  the  Moabite  women  (LXX:  LßeßrlXa56rj  6  XaöS  exicopvEVaai.  E'S 
tids  Ouy(xtiýpaS  Mcudß;  the  Hebrew  `m.  l  means  `profaned  themselves';  v  1).  The 
women  then  invited  the  people  to  join  them  in  sacrificing  to  their  idols  (LXX:  t(q 
Ou  t(xtiwv  E18C6?  cov).  It  should  be  noted  that  the  LXX  translates  the  Hebrew 
jý71VI'7K,  which  means  `their  Gods'  are  `idols',  thus  showing  the  negative  attitude  of  the 
author  to  other  Gods.  And  the  description  of  the  people's  worship  of  these  Gods  is 
that  they  ate  (4  c  yev)  and  bowed  down  to  the  women's  idols  (7cpoßEicvvrIaav  tioiq 
siScSXotq  avtiwv).  The  God  to  whom  the  Israelites  rendered  their  worship  is  the 
Baal  of  Peor  (v  3).  LXX  translates  itýy?  t  `yoked  himself  as  LuA&YOii  which  carries 
the  meaning  of  `fulfilling'  or  `performing'  the  requirements  for  the  sacrifice  of  the 
Baal  of  Peor.  By  turning  to  the  worship  of  another  `God'  or  alien  cult,  the  Israelites 
may  be  said  to  commit  the  sin  of  idolatry  or  `unfaithfulness'.  Although  the  passage 
does  not  describe  the  Israelites  as  `rebellious',  the  Hebrew  word  M32,  which  carries  the 
34  Davies  1995:  285. 56 
meaning  of  `bind',  `join',  `attach  oneself  to',  35  suggests  that  the  people  have 
abandoned  Yahweh  since  they  have  `attached'  themselves  to  Baal.  Thus,  Israel's 
idolatrous  act  may  be  considered  one  of  `rebellion'  against  their  God. 
Jer  3.1-23  records  Israel's  `unfaithfulness'  during  the  pre-exilic  period  in  terms 
of  a  marriage  relationship.  In  vv  1-2,  a  broken  marriage  relationship  is  described  in 
which  a  man  divorces  his  wife  because  she  has  become  another  man's  wife.  Israel  is 
then  said  to  be  worse  than  such  a  woman.  For  Israel  has  played  the  harlot  with  many 
lovers.  Carroll  argues  that  the  language  about  the  pollution  of  the  land  indicates  that 
Israel's  act  of  whoring  is  a  reference  to  baalistic  cults.  36 
In  v  6,  Israel  is  said  to  have  played  the  whore  on  every  high  hill  and  under 
every  green  tree,  which  are  explained  in  Jer  17.2  as  places  where  altars  and  sacred 
poles  are  set  up  for  religious  rituals  made  to  the  Gods.  The  same  theme  of  an 
adulterous  affair  is  again  referred  to  in  vv  8-9  as  a  description  of  Israel  and  Judah. 
The  theme  is  again  repeated  in  vv  11-14  and  19-20  where  in  v  13,  the  idolatrous  act  is 
a  `promiscuous  traffic'  with  foreign  Gods;  and  in  v  20  Israel's  act  is  viewed  as  a 
treachery  towards  Yahweh.  Thus,  the  passage  revolves  around  the  motifs  of 
`unfaithfulness'  and  `treachery'  on  the  part  of  Israel  towards  God.  The  sexual 
language  used  is  an  attempt  by  the  author  to  express  the  seriousness  of  the  broken 
relationship  between  Israel  and  God,  thus  showing  the  exclusivity  of  the  relationship 
which  does  not  and  indeed  cannot  allow  a  third  party's  entry.  The  theme  of  `whoring' 
is  seen  throughout  Ezek  16,  where  Israel  is  accused  of  using  what  God  has  given  her  to 
make  images  for  worship  (16.15-18).  37  In  16.24-25,  Israel  is  said  to  have  built  a 
35  BDB  855. 
36  Carroll  1986:  142.  The  theme  of  whoring  is  repeated  in  v  6. 
"  Brownlee  1986:  230  suggests  that  the  elements  of  oil  and  incense  in  Ezek  16.18  are  a  clear  reference  to 
the  anointing  of  Israel's  idols.  The  author  of  Ezekiel  tells  us  that  the  food  supplied  by  God  was  given  in 
sacrifice  to  the  idols  as  a  `pleasing  aroma'  (bßµtjv  ei  w&as).  Cf.  Stuart  1987:  44  who  comments  on 57 
`room'  or  `house'  of  or  for  the  harlot,  where  J  is  translated  in  the  LXX  as  oixJµa 
itopvtxöv.  38  Ezek  20.23  points  out  that  Israel's  rebellion  in  idolatry  is  the  reason  for 
her  eventual  exile  to  the  nations.  Thus  we  are  given  the  impression  that  Israel's  fate  as 
a  whole  is  dependent  on  her  religious  `unfaithfulness'  to  God  (cf.  Ezek  36.19).  39  Such 
a  metaphor  may  have  its  foundation  in  the  first  two  commandments. 
In  a  similar  vein,  Ezekiel  provides  us  with  much  material  on  Israel's  idolatry 
during  the  pre-exilic  times.  For  example,  in  Ezek  2.3-7,  the  prophet  Ezekiel  is  said  to 
have  a  vision  in  which  he  is  commanded  to  address  the  people  of  Israel  with  the 
message  of  God.  In  his  address,  the  people  of  Israel  are  described  as  `provoking  God' 
(tio  )%S  zcap(X1rtxpa1vovtias).  40  And  the  phrase  `a  house  of  rebellion'  (otKog 
T[apaittxp(xivwv;  '  ;  1n  I1'ß)  is  used  three  times  in  vv  5,6,  and  7.  This  description  of 
the  house  of  Israel  serves  is  an  introduction  to  the  things  to  be  said  about  Israel.  The 
rebellion  is  set  out  in  several  passages. 
Hos  2.8  that  Israel  uses  what  God  has  given  her  to  spend  on  the  worship  of  an  alien  cult,  i.  e.  Baal.  Has 
2.13  further  accuses  Israel  of  forgetting  the  Lord  and  of  burning  incense  to  the  Baal,  a  reference  to  the 
festivals  (Stuart  1987:  51);  and  they  were  an  occasion  for  Baal  worship.  Stuart  1987:  51  argues  that  the 
feast,  the  new  moon,  and  the  Sabbath  were  originally  legitimate  festival  holidays  but  had  been  turned 
into  `the  days  of  Baal'  (,  cd;  ýt  pas  tcüv  BaaXtµ). 
38  Cf.  Hos  2.1-13,  where  Israel  is  likened  to  an  adulterous  mother  and  an  unfaithful  wife  (LXX:  2.4, 
t4ap(Z  tir  v  Ttopvctav  a1  tf  S  bx  7tpowcfcov  µou  icai  tirjv  µotxetav  ct  tf  g  L-x  j  aou 
µaa'zwv  a  rtf;  ).  This  charge  is  repeated  in  v  5;  and  throughout,  Israel  is  accused  of  not 
acknowledging  God  as  her  provider  by  the  metaphor  of  an  unfaithful  wife's  failure  to  acknowledge  her 
husband's  provisions.  Thompson  1977:  475-81  explains  that  the  `lovers'  of  Israel  shows  her  failure  to 
love  Yahweh  alone  and  thus  Israel  violates  the  covenant  into  which  God  has  entered  with  her  (cf.  Ezek 
16.59). 
39  Ezek  36.17-18  specifically  refers  to  Israel's  uncleanness  in  terms  of  her  idols.  Cf.  37.23  where  Israel 
is  said  to  be  no  longer  defiling  herself  with  her  idols  after  God  has  restored  her  (LXX:  %va  µtj 
itta{vcovtat  tit  ev  tiotg  ti6ct  XotS  av,  r6v).  Similarly,  Ezek  43.7-9. 
4°  See  Liddell-Scott  1940:  1320  where  the  word  also  carries  the  meaning  of  `rebellion';  Cf.  Ezek  12.2-9, 
25,  where  the  word  Itapalttxpaim  is  used  several  times,  in  vv  2,3,9,  and  25,  denoting  that  the  house 
of  Israel  is  one  of  rebellion.  The  text  in  Hebrew  sets  this  out  quite  clearly: 
The  rebellious  house:  (v  2)  'fir  rrP3 
(v  3)  1"1n  rrs 
(v  9)  'fit  1  CI'; 
(v  25)'ßt  1  n'3 58 
For  example,  in  Ezek  5.5-12  Israel  is  said  to  have  committed  abominations, 
which  are  described  with  the  word  3S  kuwa  (vv  9,11)  which  in  the  OT  refers  to 
`everything  connected  with  idolatry'.  41  And  Israel  defiles  the  sanctuary  with  all  the 
abominations  (-Toi  ß6EXvyµatia,  v  11;  cf.  Ezek  7.20). 
Israel's  idolatry  invites  God's  destruction  of  her  high  places  (Ezek  6.3-13). 
Even  those  who  will  escape  destruction  are  those  who  have  sought  after  their  idols 
(Ezek  6.9).  And  Israel  as  a  whole  has  offered  a  pleasing  aroma  (bßµrjv  evxo&'(xS)  to 
`all  their  idols'  (1ä6L  toi;  ct&c  Xot;  aüti(3v)  (Ezek  6.13)  everywhere.  42 
In  a  strange  vision,  Ezekiel  is  personally  shown  the  idolatry  of  Israel  through  a 
dramatic  experience  of  being  lifted  to  a  secret  location  where  there  is  a  chamber  in 
which  all  kinds  of  carvings  are  found  -  reptiles,  animals,  and  all  the  `idols'  of  Israel. 
This  is  where  Ezekiel  purportedly  witnesses  the  seventy  elders  commit  idolatry  (Ezek 
8.1  1).  43 
Similarly,  their  women  are  said  to  weep  for  Tammuz  (Ezek  8.14)  in  the  house 
of  God  (oixov  xupiov).  Tammuz  was  apparently  a  cult  identified  with  Baal 
Hadad.  44  Brownlee  has  observed  that  the  weeping  of  the  women  could  be  linked  to  the 
Cannanite  festival  in  which  weeping  was  carried  out  to  call  back  the  God  of  rain  and 
storm  at  a  time  of  dry  vegetation.  45  This  could  well  be  connected  to  v  12  where  the 
41  DAGD  137f. 
42  The  phrase  'under  every  leafy  oak',,  -1nzv  M5K'Sz  nnrn,  is  omitted  in  the  LXX.  This,  however,  does 
not  alter  the  basic  meaning  of  what  the  text  is  trying  to  say,  i.  e.  Israel  worships  in  every  possible  place. 
41  It  is  not  certain  whether  the  secret  location  is  a  reference  to  the  temple  in  Jerusalem.  The  description 
does  not  seem  to  fit  it.  It  does  not  make  any  difference  to  the  point  we  are  making,  that  even  the  seventy 
elders  are  seen  to  be  idolatrous  in  their  practice. 
44  Brownlee  1986:  134. 
°S  Brownlee  1986:  136.  Gray  1962:  516  notes:  'The  Sumerian  deity  of  spring  vegetation;  known  from  the 
Gilgamesh  Epic  as  the  love  of  Ishtar,  Goddess  of  love,  who  had  betrayed  him.  The  anniversary  of  her 
betrayal  was  the  occasion  of  an  annual  wailing  for  the  God  in  the  fourth  month,  which  was  named  for 
him'. 59 
elders  are  said  to  have  moaned  the  abandonment  of  God.  The  leaders  have  thus  turned 
to  alien  cults.  46 
During  the  exilic  period,  when  Israel  lived  in  Gentile  lands,  idolatry  appears  to 
continue.  An  example  is  seen  in  Isa  46.1-13,  which  is  set  in  the  exile  in  Babylon 
where  idols  are  transported  (vv.  1-2).  Israel  is  called  to  listen  to  her  God  who  bore  and 
carried  her,  and  who  would  save  her  (vv  3-4).  Such  a  description  of  God  as  the  one 
who  `bore,  carried  and  will  save'  Israel  is  probably  a  reference  to  the  period  of 
Abraham's  promise,  i.  e.  before  Israel  was  `born'  as  a  nation;  to  the  period  of  the 
exodus  during  which  Israel  became  a  people  ('carried  and  being  born');  and  the 
eventual  salvation  of  Israel  from  the  nations  ('will  save').  But  Israel  has  forgotten 
Yahweh  God  and  turned  to  the  idols  of  the  Babylonians  (vv  5-7). 
Jeremiah  records  an  incident  during  the  exilic  period  in  which  the  people  of 
Israel  in  exile  worshipped  an  alien  cult  of  the  `queen  of  heaven'  (Jer  44.1-19;  cf.  Jer 
7.18).  The  story  reports  that  the  women,  with  their  husbands'  full  knowledge  and  co- 
operation  (v  19),  intentionally  turned  away  from  the  word  of  God  and  worshipped  and 
made  offerings  to  the  queen  of  heaven  and  poured  drink  offerings  to  her  (vv  16-17).  47 
The  `queen  of  heaven'  is  also  mentioned  in  Jer  7.18.  It  is  an  expression  used  of  the 
Babylonian-Assyrian  Ishtar,  Goddess  of  the  planet  Venus.  Thus,  the  people  of  Israel 
in  exile  continue  in  their  `unfaithfulness'  by  worshipping  an  alien  cult. 
Another  example  of  the  exilic  period  worth  mentioning  is  the  story  of  Daniel's 
friends,  Shadrach,  Meshach,  and  Abednego.  Although  it  is  not  an  example  of  Jewish 
46  Many  other  examples  can  be  found.  E.  g.  Ezek  20.1-31;  23.1-39  (political  alliance  with  the  nations 
that  extend  to  the  religious  area);  44.6-14. 
47  The  expression  used  in  the  LXX  is  tip  ßaßt?.  taap  tioi3  oüpavov,  but  in  7.18  the  expression  is  tip 
atipattä  tioü  ovpavov.  The  former  refers  specifically  to  `queen  of  heaven'  while  the  latter  refers  to 
`host  of  heaven'.  The  difference  is  subtle  in  that  the  `host  of  heaven'  may  refer  to  the  power  of  the 
heavens  while  the  `queen  of  heaven'  is  the  one  possessing  the  power.  However,  the  Hebrew  does  not 
make  any  distinction.  In  both  passages,  the  same  expression  oluM1  ný5n5  is  used,  which  could  be  due 
to  the  fact  that  both  texts  refer  to  the  same  Babylonian-Assyrian  Goddess  Ishtar. 60 
accommodation  to  idolatry,  it  serves  as  an  example  of  the  kind  of  critique  of,  and  the 
reward  for,  abstaining  from  idolatry  that  can  be  seen  in  the  LXX.  The  event  is  set  in 
the  third  year  of  Jehoiakim  king  of  Judah  (606  BCE),  when  Nebuchadnezzar  king  of 
Babylon  took  the  people  of  Judah  into  exile.  Nebuchadnezzar  had  ordered  a  golden 
image  to  be  set  up  and  all  people  were  ordered  to  worship  it. 
Dan  3.1-18  gives  the  detailed  account  of  the  building  of  the  golden  image, 
which  appears  to  be  an  alien  cult  associated  with  Nebuchadnezzar's  Gods  (vv  7,12, 
14,18).  In  v  12,  the  golden  image  is  referred  to  as  tic;  EiBcokco  coo  ('to  your  idol') 
and  cfi  Eixövt  aov  ('to  your  image').  The  clause  at  dvöpeS  '  Iouöätot  is  a 
direct  reference  to  the  identity  of  Daniel's  friends,  who  were  given  a  choice  between 
serving  and  worshipping  their  own  God,  which  means  death,  and  serving  and 
worshipping  Nebuchadnezzar's  golden  image,  which  means  life.  They  chose  the 
former,  as  they  would  not  serve  the  king's  idol  nor  worship  Nebuchadnezzar's  golden 
image  (v  18).  For  them,  a  clear  distinction  is  made  between  our  God  (v  17)  and  your 
Gods  and  your  golden  image.  What  is  also  interesting  is  the  consequence  the  three 
men  faced:  they  were  cast  into  a  furnace  heated  to  extreme  temperature  (3.19)  but  were 
not  burnt  at  all  (3.27).  This  then  led  the  king  to  a  eulogy  of  the  God  of  Shadrach, 
Meshach  and  Abednego  (3.28),  and  a  further  act  of  promoting  the  three  (3.30).  And 
this  was  preceded  by  a  recognition  that  they  were  servants  of  the  Most  High  God 
(3.26).  The  author  of  the  story  gives  these  details  to  highlight  the  divine  protection  for 
those  who  would  stand  their  ground  on  serving  only  the  true  God  of  the  Jews,  and  the 
reward  for  their  heroism. 
In  a  description  resembling  the  exilic  promise  of  restoration  for  Israel,  Hosea 
announces  God's  future  restoration  of  Israel  in  the  marriage  metaphor,  `...  you  will  call 
me  "my  husband",  and  no  longer  call  me  "Baal.  "  (2.16,  LXX:  2.18).  Although  Stuart 61 
notes  that  both  words  VIN  and  5v?.  could  have  similar  meaning,  he  reckons  that  the 
point  of  the  oracle  is  based  on  the  fact  that  `7vß  is  the  name  of  a  specific  God.  48  The 
translators  of  LXX  (2.18)  bring  out  the  meaning  more  precisely  by  indicating  `Baal'  to 
be  a  proper  name.  Thus,  Hosea  shows  that  Israel  had  at  one  time  turned  from  Yahweh 
to  worship  Baal.  49 
The  book  of  Amos  views  idolatry  from  a  different  angle  from  Hosea.  Amos 
announces  various  reasons  for  Yahweh's  punishment  against  Israel  (cf.  Amos  2.7,10- 
12;  5.7,10-15).  Among  the  reasons  are  cited  the  altars  at  Bethel  (cf.  1  Kgs  12.28-30). 
This  is  a  cult  that  is  considered  alien.  And  in  5.25-26,  Amos  points  out  that  Israel  in 
the  wilderness  did  not  have  to  bring  sacrifices  to  God.  They  remained  the  people  of 
Yahweh.  However,  Israel  as  God's  people  engaged  in  alien  cult  worship.  Two 
specific  names  of  the  cult  are  mentioned:  Sakkuth  and  Kaiwan  (v  26,  NRSV).  The 
LXX  translates  the  two  Gods  as  MoXox  and  Poctxa.  MoXox  is  the  `Canaanite- 
Phoenician  God  of  sky  and  sun';  while  Pcct4oc  is  the  `constellation  of  the  God 
Romphia',  5o 
The  above  shows  the  importance  in  the  LXX  of  the  metaphor  of 
`unfaithfulness'  and  the  pervasiveness  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  as  the  worship  of 
other  Gods/alien  cults.  Such  a  pattern  of  thought  could  be  used  as  a  self-critique.  But 
it  could  also  be  used  by  Jews  to  critique  each  other.  Another  aspect  of  this  definition 
can  be  seen  in  the  breach  of  the  ancestral  tradition. 
48  Stuart  1987:  57. 
49  Other  examples  in  Hosea  may  be  cited:  Hos  4.12-19  (Israel  consulting  a  piece  of  wood);  Hos  8.2-6 
(Israel  making  idols);  Hos  9.10  (worshipping  an  alien  cult,  a  reference  to  Num  25);  Hos  10.1-6  (Israel 
increasing  its  number  of  altars);  and  Hos  11.1-2;  13.1-16  (Baal  worship  [cf.  Stuart  1987:  178]). 
so  On  MoXox,  see  BALD,  526;  and  on  Patna  see  BALD,  118.  See  further  Amos  8  for  the  other  sins  of 
Israel  recorded  in  Amos.  Besides  the  prophecies  of  Hosea  and  Amos,  we  have  the  record  of  the 
prophecy  of  Zephaniah  against  Israel's  worship  of  the  Baal,  under  the  leadership  of  the  priests  who  are 
lumped  together  with  the  priests  of  Ball  as  a  condemned  lot  (Zeph  1.2-6). 62 
Idolatry  as  contrary  to  Jewish  ancestral  tradition  (covenant) 
Examples  of  idolatry  as  contrary  to  Jewish  ancestral  tradition  are  not  many  and 
most  of  them  are  brief  statements.  In  the  following  we  will  look  mostly  at  short  verses 
which  reveal  explicitly  those  idolatrous  acts  of  Israel  as  contrary  to  her  ancestral 
tradition. 
The  first  may  be  seen  in  Deut  32.16-17,  which  describes  Israel's  idolatry  as 
going  after  `strange  Gods',  sacrificing  to  demons  and  deities  they  had  never  known. 
Verse  17  then  says  that  these  are  deities  `whom  your  ancestors  did  not  know'  (oüg 
o»  ýjS£Laav  of  Ilati'peg  avtiwv).  In  other  words,  Israel  had  engaged  in  alien  cult 
worship  that  was  contrary  to  what  her  ancestors  would  have  done. 
After  the  passing  of  Joshua,  the  Israelites  are  said  to  have  abandoned  the  God 
of  their  fathers  (Judg  2.12).  Israel  has  thus  abandoned  their  ancestral  tradition  and 
committed  the  act  of  idolatry.  Jeremiah  describes  Israel's  idolatry  in  terms  of  Israel's 
failure  to  follow  their  ancestral  tradition  (Jer  11.10).  This  is  explained  in  terms  of 
Israel's  breach  of  the  covenant. 
In  Jer  16.11,  Israel's  failure  to  keep  the  law  (vöµos)  is  cited  as  one  of  the 
reasons  for  her  punishment.  As  the  Torah  is  understood  to  have  been  given  by  Israel's 
God  to  her  ancestors  for  guidance  and  instruction  in  the  ways  of  God,  the  failure  to 
follow  or  keep  the  Torah  constitutes  an  act  that  is  contrary  to  Jewish  ancestral 
tradition.  This  failure  is  expressed  in  Israel's  making  offerings  to  `other  Gods'  and  the 
Baal  (Jer  19.4-5),  and  these  acts  of  worshipping  other  Gods  are  described  as  what 
Israel's  ancestors  and  their  kings  do  not  know  (cf.  Deut  32.17  above).  Israel  has  thus 
forsaken  the  covenant  of  God  (Jer  22.9)  and  Jeremiah  has  shown  that  this  has  led  to 63 
Israel's  idolatry  (cf.  Jer  44.1-29).  51  In  the  prophecy  of  Ezekiel,  Israel  is  explicitly  said 
to  have  rejected  (ähctSa(xv'to)  God's  ordinances  and  `not  followed'  (oüx 
itopci  Orß(xv)  his  statutes  (Ezek  5.6),  an  accusation  that  Israel  has  not  walked 
according  to  God's  covenant  (cf.  Ezek  11.12).  What  this  means  is  that,  while  there  is  a 
body  of  laws,  statutes  and  ordinances  passed  down  from  Israel's  ancestors,  the  people 
live  in  a  way  that  is  contrary  to  this  body  of  ancestral  tradition.  52 
Similarly,  a  few  passages  in  the  Minor  Prophets  also  refer  to  idolatrous  acts  as 
contrary  to  the  covenant  or  ancestral  tradition.  In  Hos  8.1  the  people  are  accused  of 
breaking  the  covenant  of  God  (iap4ßraav  'ui  v  &cxOi'pa  ),  which  is  here  taken  to 
be  the  Mosaic  covenant  (cf.  6.7),  and  transgressing  his  law  (cf.  7.13).  Davies  rightly 
points  out  that  the  imposition  of  the  legal  obligations  of  the  covenant  on  Israel  is 
presupposed.  53  Thus,  Israel's  ancestral  tradition  is  embodied  in  the  law.  54 
What  our  analysis  shows  thus  far  is  that  a  prominent  analysis  and  critique  of 
idolatry  in  the  LXX  covers  the  twin  themes  of  worship  of  other/alien  God  and  breaking 
ancestral  tradition.  Such  nexus  of  ideas  reflects  the  basic  concern  of  the  first 
commandment,  which  prohibits  the  worship  of  other  Gods,  on  the  basis  of  the 
`covenant'  relationship  to  God. 
51  Cf.  Hos  4.12-19,  where  Israel's  idolatry  is  both  attributed  to  and  equated  with  the  transgression  of  the 
people  against  the  covenant  (Hos  6.7),  their  betrayal  (Hos  7.13)  and  abandonment  (Hos  4.2)  of  God. 
52  See  further  Ezek  20.4-39.  Ezek  20.19  equates  obedience  to  the  law  of  God  with  acknowledgement  of 
him  as  Lord;  conversely,  disobedience  to  God's  law  is  abandonment  of  his  lordship.  Cf.  Ezek  20.24 
where  Israel's  idolatry  is  summarised  as  the  failure  to  walk  according  to  the  requirements  (td 
StxataSµatia)  and  keep  the  commandments  ('td  icpoatidyµatia),  etc. 
53  Davies  1992:  171-72. 
54  Cf.  Amos  2.4  where  a  pronouncement  of  judgement  is  made  on  Judah  precisely  because  of  her 
rejection  of  the  law  of  the  Lord  (ähct  aaaOat  ti6v  v6gov  Kupiov)  and  her  failure  to  guard  his 
statutes  (td  7tpoatidyµatia  airtoü  OK  e41)%4  cxvco).  See  further  examples  in  Mal  2.10  and  3.7 
where  the  covenant  is  breached.  Stuart  1.987:  178  comments:  `Israel  "chose  new  gods"  (cf.  Josh  24.15; 
Judg  5.8),  thereby  breaking  the  most  basic  rule  of  the  covenant,  "You  will  have  no  other  gods  besides 
me"  (Exod  20.3)'. 64 
2.3.3  Idolatry  as  misrepresenting/dishonouring  God  (Yahweh) 
Visual  (anthropomorphic)  representation  of  God 
The  first  passage  that  speaks  explicitly  about  idolatry  as  dishonouring  God  by 
misrepresenting  him  visually  may  be  found  in  Exod  32.1-15  (c£  Deut  9.15-21),  where 
Aaron  and  the  Israelites  built  a  golden  calf  and  worshipped  it.  The  text  makes  it  clear 
that  the  Israelites  understand  the  golden  calf  to  be  their  God  who  led  them  out  of 
Egypt.  In  other  words,  they  have  not  turned  away  from  their  God  but  merely  sought  to 
worship  God  by  means  of  the  calf.  They  are  not  worshipping  an  alien  cult  of  the 
nations.  What  is  idolatrous  with  the  golden  calf  event  is  the  fact  that  the  people  have 
misrepresented  God  with  a  physical  thing.  This  is  contrary  to  the  fact  that  Yahweh  is 
not  to  be  represented  physically.  They  have  thus  dishonoured  God.  This  is  also  a 
breach  of  the  second  commandment,  which  forbids  representing  Yahweh  with  an 
object  and  worshipping  it. 
A  second  passage  that  deals  with  Israel's  idolatry  in  terms  of  dishonouring  and 
misrepresenting  God  can  be  found  in  1  Kgs  12.25-33.  In  this  passage,  Jeroboam  is 
reported  to  have  made  two  calves.  The  purpose  of  Jeroboam  is  basically  political  (v 
27).  However,  v  28  also  makes  it  clear  that  the  two  calves  are  meant  to  represent  the 
God  who  brought  the  Israelites  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt.  The  understanding  of 
Jeroboam  and  that  of  the  people  appears  to  be  that  the  location  of  worship  is  not 
exclusive  to  Jerusalem,  and  the  method  of  representing  God  is  not  fixed  either.  Both 
places,  Dan  and  Bethel,  have  long  been  consecrated  as  shrines  for  Yahweh  (cf.  Judg 
18.27-31  and  Gen  28.16-22;  35.1-4).  It  is  therefore  quite  natural  to  place  these  calves 
in  these  two  consecrated  locations.  Further,  their  concept  of  God  being  their  deliverer 
seems  to  remain  unchanged,  as  v  28  shows,  `behold  your  Gods,  Israel,  who  brought 65 
you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt'.  Thus  the  understanding  concerning  the  calves  is  that 
they  are  not  `other  Gods'  or  `alien  cults',  but  representations  of  Israel's  God. 
Many  subsequent  kings,  including  many  who  do  right  in  the  eyes  of  Yahweh, 
do  not  remove  these  calves.  The  common  idea  of  Jeroboam's  sin  as  expressed  in  the 
LXX,  äµaptitwv  '  Icpoßoäµ  u  oü  Napäti  og  L41j9ap'tc  '  IapaTTX  (1  Kgs  14.16), 
can  be  see  in  1  Kgs  14.21-24  (Rehoboam),  15.1-8  (Abijam),  22.51-53  (Ahaziah).  The 
LXX  interprets  the  `failure'  to  remove  these  calves  with  this  expression,  enoi,  qac  m' 
ltovilpdv  Ev  6ý6axµoi  Kopioo  ('he  did  evil  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord';  cf.  1  Kgs 
14.22;  15.34;  16.7,19,25,30;  1  Kgs  14.9).  55  Although  Jeroboam  is  said  to  have  made 
an  acclamation  similar  to  that  of  Exodus  (Exod  32.1,4),  the  editor  of  the  LXX  turned 
the  original  singular  form  of  the  verb  (brought)  to  plural  so  as  to  reflect  that  ýýýýýt  is 
not  read  as  `God'  but'Gods'.  56  The  editor  thus  exploits  the  fact  that  there  were  two 
calves  to  make  it  look  like  alien  worship.  The  LXX  similarly  translates  01,75  t  as  OP-01' 
(Gods).  However,  even  though  the  intention  of  Jeroboam,  his  people,  and  that  of  the 
subsequent  kings,  was  never  to  turn  away  from  God,  the  fact  that  they  misrepresented 
God  with  two  calves  renders  their  act  idolatrous.  For  it  was  an  explicit  act  that 
violated  the  second  commandment.  57 
55  The  repeated  Hebrew  expression  ...  1  1'11  Inm  v  -VI 
t' 
1  ... 
is  well  captured  in  the  LXX  translation. 
56  De  Vries  1985:  162-63  observes  that  the  present  consensus  on  the  calves  is  that  they  were  not  idols  but 
ornaments  or  pedestals  and  that  `Jeroboam  undoubtedly  intended  the  occasion  to  be  good,  happy  and 
holy'.  His  observation  is  that  the  reporter's  change  of  the  word  `brought'  to  a  plural  form  is  a  reflection 
of  the  reporter's  `censorious  attitude'  and  so  the  reporter  could  conclude  that  Jeroboam's  act  was  an 
error.  Although  he  is  referring  to  the  Hebrew  text,  the  LXX  text  seems  to  translate  this  more  clearly. 
S'  A  similar  example  of  Israel's  misrepresenting  God  is  found  in  Hos  8.2-6,  which  is  an  allusion  to  1 
Kgs  12.26-30  and  possibly  to  Exod  32.  In  the  Hosea  passage,  Hosea  says  that  God  rejects  the  `bull' 
(8.4).  This  is  a  possible  later  imposition  of  a  theological  interpretation  of  the  `bull  of  Samaria'.  Thus,  in 
8.6,  the  same  critique  of  idols  is  levelled  against  the  bull  (cf.  Hab  2.18-19). 66 
Cognitive  error 
a.  `Wrong'  kind  of  worship 
Judg  17.1-13  gives  an  account  of  a  man  named  Micah  who  gave  his  mother  a 
large  amount  of  silver,  part  of  which  she  turned  into  an  idol  of  cast  metal  (v  4). 
According  to  v  6,  it  was  a  period  of  Israel's  history  when  there  was  no  king  and 
everybody  did  what  was  right  in  his/her  own  eyes.  In  other  words,  there  was  no 
standard  of  what  constituted  proper  belief,  or  worship. 
However,  the  passage  also  reveals  some  possible  tradition  which  was  assumed 
to  be  either  the  right  or  more  desired  thing  to  do.  For  example,  v5  says  that  Micah  not 
only  had  a  shrine  (LXX:  oixoq  Ocov;  Hebrew:  Gý,.  t  III;;  both  mean  `house  of 
God'),  but  also  made  an  ephod  (a  priestly  garment)  and  teraphim  (D'ý]c1).  Presumably, 
the  shrine  is  meant  for  the  teraphim  and  the  ephod  is  meant  for  the  priest.  58  What  he 
still  lacks  is  a  priest  to  preside  over  the  rituals.  Verses  7-10  tell  us  that  Micah  knows 
about  the  priesthood  and  is  aware  that  the  Levites  are  set  apart  for  the  service  of  God. 
So  when  a  young  Levite  came  to  look  for  a  place  to  live  in,  Micah  immediately  invited 
him  to  be  his  (Micah's)  priest.  The  words  which  Micah  says  in  v  13  are  significant, 
`Now  I  know  that  the  Lord  will  be  good  to  me  (LXX:  äyaOuvei  µou  K  5ptoq)'. 
And  his  reason  for  believing  that  God  will  be  good  to  him  is  attributed  to  the  fact  that 
he  now  has  a  Levite  as  his  priest  (LXX:  eybP-'O  got  6  Acut  rr  E'S  icp  a). 
What  the  story  shows  is  that  Micah  tried  his  very  best  to  keep  some  kind  of 
religious  tradition  at  home,  despite  everyone  doing  what  was  right  in  his/her  eyes. 
And  further,  the  hope  of  Micah's  mother  for  the  Lord's  blessing  on  Micah  was  raised 
58  Harrison  1982:  117-18  suggests  several  possible  uses  of  the  ephod:  (1)  a  component  of  the  high 
priest's  vestments  (e.  g.  I  Sam  2.28;  14.3;  22.18);  (2)  images  rather  than  garments  (e.  g.  Judg  8.27  refers 
to  a  gold  idol  or  image);  (3)  clothing  for  the  images.  Harrison  points  out  that  the  third  possibility  is 
most  probably  unlikely  as  Micah  probably  wore  the  ephod,  although  it  could  be  worn  by  Micah's  son 
whom  he  made  as  a  priest  (Judg  17.5).  Since  Micah  found  a  young  Levite  to  act  as  his  priest,  it  would 
be  more  possible  that  the  ephod  was  meant  for  the  young  Levite. 67 
as  a  result  of  her  moulding  a  cast  metal  idol  for  her  son. 
The  above  passage  indicates  to  us  that  idolatry  as  wrong  kind  of  worship  takes 
place  here  in  terms  of  action,  but  not  intention.  In  other  words,  Micah's  intention  is 
religious  and  he  meant  to  serve  the  Lord.  He  even  made  sure  he  had  a  Levite  to  act  as 
the  priest.  His  act  of  worship,  however,  is  wrong  in  that  he  has  rendered  worship  to 
what  is  not  God,  i.  e.  a  teraphim,  when  God  cannot  be  represented  in  any  form.  It  is  not 
unfaithfulness  since  the  teraphim  is  not  an  alien  cult,  59  nor  is  there  any  hint  that  Micah 
betrayed  or  rebelled  against  his  Lord.  As  mentioned  earlier  in  the  discussion  of 
definitions,  idolatry  as  the  wrong  kind  of  worship  can  be  deemed  to  have  taken  place 
as  long  as  one  of  the  two  elements  -  wrong  action  or  wrong  intention  -  is  present. 
2  Kgs  16.1-20  is  a  very  interesting  account  of  the  wrong  kind  of  worship.  The 
story  is  set  in  the  political  context  of  Ahaz's  dependence  on  Assyria.  In  v7  Ahaz 
gives,  in  a  very  brief  way,  a  diplomatic  message  to  the  king  of  Assyria,  asking  for  help. 
The  king  of  Assyria  responded  positively  and  came  up  to  Damascus  and  seized  it  (v  9). 
Verses  10-18  make  a  shift  from  the  political  situation  to  a  religious  one. 
King  Ahaz  is  reported  to  have  gone  up  to  Damascus,  presumably  at  the 
invitation  of  the  Assyrian  king,  where  he  saw  the  altar  (v  10).  Almost  immediately, 
the  king  sent  to  Uriah  a  model  of  the  altar,  patterned  exactly  after  the  one  in  Damascus 
in  all  its  details.  Verses  12-16  give  a  detailed  account  of  the  offerings  which  Ahaz 
made  at  the  altar  and  the  instructions  he  gave  to  Uriah  concerning  the  morning  and 
evening  offerings,  including  grain  offerings  and  drink  offerings  of  the  people.  Verses 
17-18a  further  provide  a  brief  account  of  Ahaz's  `renovation'  or  `re-arrangement'  of 
the  interior  of  the  temple.  The  fact  that  Ahaz  built  an  altar  in  exactly  the  same  pattern 
39  Albertz  1994:  37-38  observes  that  the  `teraphim'  are  part  of  the  Israelites'  regular  household  cult;  they 
are  not  to  be  confused  with  the  Gods.  For  him,  the  `household  cult'  of  Micah  was  lowly  deities,  not  the 
Gods,  and  the  teraphim  were  meant  to  represent  these  lowly  deities. 68 
as  the  one  in  Damascus  might  suggest  the  Ahaz  was  following  the  traditional  approach 
in  his  offerings  and  that  he  was  careful  in  all  these  undertakings.  60  In  other  words, 
Ahaz's  action  was  right. 
The  problem  with  what  Ahaz  is  doing  comes  in  v  18b  -  he  carried  out  all  the 
religious  acts  for  the  sake  of  the  Assyrian  king  (d  n6  7tpoßu5Ttou  (3aatX  6wg 
'  Aßßvptwv).  NIV  is  probably  more  accurate  in  translating  it  as  `in  deference  to  the 
king  of  Assyria'.  He  has  rendered  the  `right  action'  but  with  the  `wrong  intention'. 
His  intention  is  not  meant  for  the  worship  of  the  God  of  Israel,  but  for  the  sake  of  the 
king  of  Assyria.  Thus,  Ahaz's  wrong  intention  renders  his  act  idolatrous. 
Ezek  14.3-7  is  a  passage  that  speaks  about  the  thoughts  and  intentions  of  the 
elders  of  Israel  in  acquiring  idols,  presumably  to  worship  them.  The  various  words 
used  in  LXX  to  refer  to  these  elders'  intention  are  'tä  Stavoij  tatia  (thoughts  [vv  3, 
4];  BAGD,  187),  6014u  µa  (thought,  [v  5];  Liddell-Scott  1940:  567),  and 
tnt,  T  j&,  uµa  (pursuit,  way  of  living  [v  6];  BAGD,  302),  none  of  which  mean  `idol' 
However,  these  different  words  have  been  used  by  the  translators  of  LXX  to  translate 
the  Hebrew  word  01`  *]  (idol),  which  is  used  throughout  the  passage  in  the  Hebrew 
text.  Brownlee  observes  that  the  'verb,  -1517  in  its  intransitive  form  is  the  language  of 
thinking,  either  by  way  of  remembering  (Isa  65:  17;  Jer  3:  16)  or  by  way  of  planning 
and  forethought  (Jer  7.31;  19:  5;  32:  35;  Ezek  38:  10)'.  61  From  the  above  observations 
of  the  LXX  and  the  Hebrew  words  used,  it  becomes  clear  that  for  the  LXX  translators 
60  Hobbs  1985:  217  comments:  'From  this  account  the  motivation  of  Ahaz  was  clearly  not  apostasy, 
since  the  organization  of  the  sacrifice  that  follows  is  consistent  with  the  other  legislation  on  sacrifice  in 
the  OT'. 
61  Brownlee  1986:  201. 69 
the  intention  of  the  elders  was  to  be  unfaithful  and  thus  amounts  to,  or  is  equivalent  to, 
idolatry.  62 
The  above  passages  show  that  idolatry  could  be  construed  on  the  basis  of  the 
`wrong'  kinds  of  worship  both  in  terms  of  the  wrong  action  and  the  wrong  intention. 
b.  Mixing  God  with  nature/other  Gods  (Satµövt(x)  or  attributing  power 
to  what  is  powerless/idols 
The  first  and  most  explicit  text  that  speaks  about  Israel  mixing  God  with 
Satµövta  is  Deut  32.16-17.  This  is  set  within  the  larger  context  of  Moses'  Song  in 
which  Moses  recounts  the  history  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness  (Deut  32.1-43).  Here, 
Israel  is  accused  of  sacrificing  to  5atµövtoc.  63  It  may  be  seen  as  an  interpretation  of 
the  wilderness  experience  of  Israel  which  gives  a  negative  judgment  on  the  `golden 
calf'.  Verse  16  describes  the  calf  incident  variously,  using  such  words  like 
äXXotipiotg,  P&X-6yyµaaty,  and  in  v  17,  the  word  Satµövta  is  used  for  the  first 
time  to  refer  to  the  calf  as  demons.  The  Greek  Sai  töviov  also  means  `demon', 
`(evil)  spirit',  which  occupies  a  position  between  the  human  and  the  divine.  64  This is  a 
clear  critique  of  Israel's  idolatry  by  interpreting  it  as  the  worship  of  the  non-Gods  or 
`demons'.  In  other  words,  Israel  is  here  mixing  or  confusing  Yahweh  with  what  is  not 
God. 
62  Similarly,  the  thought  of  worshipping  wood  and  stone  (4  S?  of  cai  Moot)  in  Ezek  20.32  is  in  itself 
idolatry  in  that  such  an  intention  constitutes  the  wrong  kind  of  worship. 
63  Cf.  Ps  106.37-38,  -where  the  term  Satµövta  appears  to  be  used  interchangeably  with  other  `Gods'. 
Even  in  the  Song  of  Moses  itself,  the  8atµ6vta  seem  to  be  an  alternative  designation  for  the  Gods  of 
the  nations. 
64  BAGD  169.  For  a  treatment  of  the  term  in  the  LXX,  see  chapter  6.4.1  below.  The  Hebrew  expression 
OIIv15  TIM  1?  means  `they  sacrificed  to  demons',  of  which  "IV,  which  means  'demon',  is  a  loan  word 
from  Assyrian  1-rd,  meaning  `a  protecting  spirit'.  BDB  993. 70 
The  powerlessness  of  idols  is  well  illustrated  in  Isa  41.21-29,  in  which  the  idols 
are  challenged  to  show  proofs  of  their  abilities.  65  In  v  23,  the  Gods  are  addressed  and 
challenged  to  do  something  that  would  shock  Yahweh.  They  cannot  do  anything  and 
therefore  are  accused  of  being  non-Gods.  Similarly,  in  v  25,  Yahweh  calls  out  to 
Cyrus  to  do  his  will.  This  is  followed  by  a  question  in  v  26  which  asks  who  knows 
beforehand  about  Cyrus'  rising.  The  question  appears  rhetorical:  the  questioner  knows 
his  audience's  awareness  of  the  answer  to  his  question  (v  27).  And  therefore,  the 
audience  too  ought  to  know  that  the  Gods  are  nothing  (v  24)  and  their  works  are  a 
delusion  (v  29).  66  By  attributing  power  to  the  powerless  idols,  Israel  is  guilty  of  the  sin 
of  idolatry  in  terms  of  cognitive  error. 
The  critique  of  idolatry  is  intensified  in  Isa  44.9-20  where  its  larger  context  is 
the  announcement  of  God's  good  news  to  Israel  (Isa  40.1-44.23).  Isa  44.9-20  is  part  of 
a  larger  text  (Isa  43.22-44.28)  which  speaks  of  God's  help  to  his  people.  The  passage, 
which  describes  the  idols,  is  sandwiched  between  two  passages  that  speak  of  God  as 
the  Lord.  A  chiastic  structure  is  seen  here  and  it  serves  to  highlight  the  contrast 
between  the  idols  and  the  true  God  of  Israel,  revealing  on  the  one  hand  the  absurdity  of 
the  idols  and  on  the  other  the  reality  of  Yahweh. 
Although  Isa  44.9-20  concerns  idol  making,  Isa  44.22  clearly  indicates  that  the 
fashioning  of  the  idols  was  in  fact  the  sin  of  Israel  at  one  time:  `I  have  swept  away 
your  transgressions  like  a  cloud,  and  your  sins  like  mist;  return  to  me,  for  I  have 
redeemed  you'  (NRSV).  Israel  is  asked  to  `return'  to  God,  presumably  from  her  idols, 
65  The  Isaiah  text  shows  a  more  intellectual  critique  of  idolatry.  This  appears  to  be  a  base  text  upon 
which  similar  critiques  of  idolatry  are  carried  out  by  Wisdom  of  Solomon  and  Philo  (see  chapters  3.2 
and  3.3  below).  By  an  intellectual  critique  of  idolatry,  the  Isaiah  text  defines  what  is  the  'alien  realm' 
(Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  8)  and  so  clarifies  the  'cognitive  error'  of  'misrepresenting'  God. 
66  LXX  itöOev  meaning  `whence?  '  understands  JIR  to  be  an  `interrogative  particle'.  Thus,  translators  of 
LXX  turn  the  statement  into  a  question,  challenging  the  validity  of  the  idols,  as  it  answers  tK  Yf  q  (v 
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because  Yahweh  has  redeemed  her  (%1_d,  iaoµat  ce),  a  salvation  that  Israel's  idols 
are  incapable  of  performing.  Instead,  the  idols  are  fashioned  according  to  a  detailed 
step-by-step  procedure:  trees  are  grown;  they  are  then  cut  down  once  they  have  grown 
strong;  every  part  of  it  is  used  for  some  practical  purpose  (as  fuel  to  set  up  fire  [v  15a]; 
part  of  it  for  warming  oneself  [v  15b];  part  of  it  for  baking  bread  [v  15c];  part  of  it  for 
roasting  meat  [v  16]).  Verse  15d  says,  `Then  he  makes  a  God  and  worships  it,  makes 
it  a  carved  image  and  bows  down  before  it'.  The  force  of  the  ridicule  comes  in  v  17 
which  says  that  the  `God'  is  made  from  the  `leftover'  of  all  the  wood!  This  is 
especially  strongly  contrasted  with  the  end  of  v  16  in  which  the  idol-maker,  after 
having  satisfied  himself  with  the  food  and  the  warmth  from  the  fire,  says,  `Ah,  I  am 
warm,  I  can  feel  the  fire'.  It  gives  the  idea  of  a  picture  in  which  some  block  of  wood 
that  cannot  be  used  for  anything,  i.  e.  is  useless,  is  being  turned  into  a  God,  thus  giving 
the  impression  of  a  convenient  use  of  a  block  of  wood  for  convenience's  sake. 
The  cognitive  error  is  made  even  more  explicit  in  v  17b  where  the  idol- 
worshipper  is  said  to  attribute  power  to  a  powerless  thing  (i.  e.  a  block  of  wood 
[yy?  uit'  dv])  and  confuse  God  with  nature  (i.  e.  calling  the  block  of  wood  one's  God 
and  asking  it  to  save  [E]kcXov  µc,  ott  OcdS  µov  d  av)).  Verses  18-19  make  the 
cognitive  level  of  the  idolatry  explicit:  they  know  nothing  (v  18a,  oi)K  iyvwaav 
ýpovf  aat);  their  eyes  and  their  hearts  are  so  closed  that  they  can  neither  see  nor 
understand  (v  18b,  ä  itiµavpo56r1aav  tov  fX  itcty  coiq  b  Oa?  4toiS  avtiwv  'Kai 
tiov  vollaat  'CT  x(xpSia  aütiä3v).  Verse  20  further  describes  such  cognitive  error  as 
arising  from  a  `deluded  mind'  (ßito&  3S  il  xap&ioc,  `heart  of  ashes').  That  is  why  the 72 
people  worship  the  idols,  which  are  detestable  things  (v  19b,  1S  Xvyµa,  literally  `an 
abomination');  they  are  a  wcVSog  (v  20,  a  lie,  or  falsehood).  67 
c.  Failure  to  recognise  God's  sovereignty 
Apart  from  Halbertal  and  Margalit,  scholars  generally  do  not  view  the  failure  to 
recognise  God's  sovereignty  as  an  idolatrous  error.  However,  if  we  observe  closely, 
when  Israel  fails  to  recognise  God's  sovereignty,  her  failure  in  fact  suggests  that  she  no 
longer  accepts  the  rule  of  God  over  her.  This  has  implications  on  whether  the  first 
commandment  will  be  kept:  you  shall  have  no  other  Gods  before  me  (Exod  20.3).  The 
monotheistic  nature  of  Israel's  religious  status  becomes  dubious.  It  also  suggests  that 
Israel  is  ready  to  break  the  exclusive  relationship  with  Yahweh.  There  are  several 
examples  worthy  of  discussion. 
In  Judg  8.22-28,  we  are  told  that  the  Israelites  ask  Gideon  to  rule  over  them 
((Xptov  ijµcüv,  v  22).  This  suggests  they  have  failed  to  recognise  Yahweh  to  be  their 
sovereign  ruler.  As  v  23  points  out,  Gideon  has  to  correct  them  and  tell  them  that  he 
(Gideon)  will  not  rule  over  them  but  God  will  (K  ptos  äptet  vµwv).  This  is 
followed  by  Gideon  asking  for  a  share  of  the  people's  gold  earrings,  with  which  he 
made  an  ephod  (a  priestly  garment)  which  the  people  `worshipped'  (e4Eit6pvcoaav, 
v  27).  68  Davies  observes  that  the  people,  presumably  since  their  request  to  be  ruled  by 
Gideon  was  turned  down,  are  now  turning  to  the  ephod  which  could  be  used  either  to 
put  on  an  idol,  or  to  represent  Yahweh,  or  possibly  to  make  a  connection  with  the 
67  See  further  Jer  2.26-29;  8.19;  10.1-15;  18.15;  Ezek  8;  similarly,  Zeph  1.5  speaks  of  the  people 
confusing  God  with  nature. 
68  The  word  txcopvtvw  (Liddell-Scott  1940:  518)  literally  means  commit  fornication.  It  is  used  in 
Exod  34.15  as  a  metaphor  for  idolatry.  The  RSV  translates  i  E7töpvevaev  71äS  '  Iapc  ttX  as  'all  Israel 
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Ark.  69  The  context  of  the  story  suggests  that  the  ephod  of  gold  was  meant  to  represent 
Yahweh.  And  since  the  people  would  have  understood  the  Ark  to  represent  God's 
presence,  they  could  possibly  regard  the  golden  ephod  as  serving  similar  functions. 
The  exact  purpose  and  meaning  of  the  golden  ephod  are  not  clear  in  the  text. 
However  the  point  that  the  Israelites  have  asked  Gideon  to  rule  over  them  constitutes  a 
failure  to  recognise  God's  sovereignty,  a  factor  very  closely  associated  with  idolatry. 
Another  example  is  found  in  Jer  10.1-16  in  which  God  is  declared  as  the  God 
of  all  nations  (vv  7,10,12,16).  The  passage  serves  to  contrast  the  idols  and  the  true 
God  of  Israel  by  describing  how  idols  are  made.  Although  it  appears  similar  to  the 
critique  in  Isa  44.9-20  (cf. Isa  40.19-20;  41.7),  the  function  differs  somewhat.  For  in 
Jer  10.1-16,  the  theme  of  God  as  God  of  all  nations  is  repeated  several  times, 
indicating  his  sovereignty  over  all  the  nations.  Thus,  the  passage  does  not  mention 
Israel's  idolatry  but  only  serves  to  warn  the  people  against  following  after  these  idols 
or  worshipping  them.  While  idols  are  totally  dependent  in  that  they  have  to  be 
carried,  70  the  true  God  is  great  and  wise  (Jer  10.6-9).  Yahweh  is  described  as 
ci  Otv6q  BEds  ýatity  (the  true  God),  OedS  ýcSvtow  (the  God  of  the  living),  and 
ßaatXEÜS  athSvoq  (the  eternal  God).  And  v7  further  declares  that  God  is  the  `king 
of  the  nations'  (ßamX6  tiwv  eOvd3v),  thus  affirming  his  universal  sovereignty. 
Israel  would  have  failed  to  recognise  God's  sovereignty  over  her  if  she  turns  to  idols. 
What  the  above  shows  is  that  idolatry  in  the  LXX  is  not  simply  viewed  from 
the  angle  of  the  worship  of  other  Gods,  but  also  from  various  other  angles  such  as  the 
69  Davies  1962:  118.  In  view  of  the  marriage  metaphor  of  `unfaithfulness',  Judg  8.27  may  be  taken  to 
mean  that  Israel  performed  some  kind  of  worship  to  the  ephod,  which  could,  in  this  case,  be  an  idol  or 
an  image  (see  Harrison  1982:  118;  cf.  Exod  32.4  where  Aaron  asked  for  all  the  gold  jewellery  from  the 
people  and  fashioned  a  calf  out  of  the  melted  gold). 
70  Jones  1992:  173  suggests  that  this  is  a  possible  reference  to  the  procession  of  Bel-Marduk  and  Nebo 
his  son,  God  of  wisdom  in  Babylon. 74 
acts  and  intentions  involved  in  the  worship  of  God,  how  God  is  viewed,  and  whether 
God's  sovereignty  is  compromised.  Through  these  various  articulations,  the  LXX 
shows  that  idolatry  is  as  much  a  cognitive  error,  as  it  is  an  error  in  practice. 
2.4  Summary  and  conclusion 
From  the  discussion  above,  it  may  be  observed  that  the  concept  of  idolatry  is  a 
multifaceted  one  which  involves  complex  reasoning  -  an  idolatrous  act  may  have 
several  definitions  or  a  definition  may  cover  various  idolatrous  acts  and  at  times  they 
are  interwoven.  These  multifaceted  definitions  have  the  capability  of  guarding 
monotheism  at  different  angles,  and  critiquing  any  act  that  may  appear  to  be  idolatrous 
in  order  to  prevent  any  type  or  form  of  idolatry  from  taking  place  among  the  Israelites. 
In  Halbertal  and  Margalit's  analysis,  the  main  dimensions  of  idolatry  have  been 
isolated.  As  mentioned  earlier,  the  multifaceted  definitions  set  out  by  Halbertal  and 
Margalit  do  not  operate  as  a  single  package.  These  multifaceted  dimensions  of 
idolatry  are  illustrated  in  the  foundational  Diaspora  text  of  LXX.  For  example,  an  act 
of  worship  involving  an  object  may  not  be  idolatrous  in  terms  of  `unfaithfulness' 
because  that  object  is  not  an  alien  cult  but  meant  to  represent  Yahweh  (e.  g.  golden 
calf).  However,  it  becomes  idolatrous  under  another  definition,  that  is,  idolatry  as 
dishonouring  God  in  terms  of  misrepresenting  God  visually  (i.  e.  against  the  second 
commandment). 
Even  if  the  object  is  not  anthropomorphic,  it  will  come  under  yet  another 
definition,  that  is,  `wrong'  kind  of  worship  -  rendering  an  act  of  worship  to  an  object 
that  is  not  the  true  God. 
The  discussion  above  also  reveals  that  a  totally  exclusivist  monotheism  is  not  a 
settled  issue  and  can  be  exploited  and  therefore  compromised.  And  the  articulations  in 
the  LXX  also  reveal  an  interesting  fact  about  Israel:  idolatry  is  an  ongoing  practice 75 
and  struggle  in  Israel  as  she  interacts  with  her  environment.  For  example,  the 
golden  calf  incident  during  the  wilderness  and  the  two  calves  of  Jeroboam  which  many 
successive  generations  of  kings  never  removed  might  suggest  that  they  have  viewed 
the  calves  as  legitimate  or  even  as  expressions  of  the  monotheistic  God  of  Israel.  The 
lack  of  clarity  and  agreement  on  what  constituted  idolatry,  despite  the  variegated 
approaches  in  dealing  with  idolatry  in  the  LXX,  indicates  that  the  definition  and 
critique  of  idolatry  is  crucial  in  determining  Jewish  boundaries.  But  the  location  and 
definition  of  such  boundaries  was  not  always  clear  to  different  Jews. 
This  ambiguity  could  be  reflected  in  later  Jewish  history,  which  leads  us  to 
examine  both  sample  Diaspora  texts  which  castigate  `idolatry'  (chapter  three),  and 
examples  of  Jewish  accommodation  to  what  others  might  consider  `idolatry',  or  of 
Jews  speaking  of  God/the  Gods  in  terms  which  might  arouse  suspicion  in  others 
(chapter  four).  This  ambiguity  and  variety  might  also  illuminate  the  different  positions 
in  1  Cor  8-10,  which  might  all  turn  out  to  be  Jewish  in  some  sense,  but  in  different 
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CHAPTER  THREE 
CRITICISM  OF  IDOLATRY  IN  DIASPORA  JEWISH  LITERATURE 
3.1  Introduction 
The  previous  chapter  has  demonstrated  the  complexity  of  idolatry  and  its  lack 
of  clarity.  Our  analysis  has  also  revealed  that  even  within  the  LXX,  there  is  a  lack  of 
clarity  and  agreement  on  what  constitutes  idolatry,  despite  its  variegated  approaches  in 
dealing  with  the  issue.  This  ambiguity  is  also  reflected  in  later  Jewish  history, 
represented,  among  others,  in  the  Diaspora  Jewish  literature.  Thus,  an  examination  of 
the  representative  Diaspora  Jewish  literature  on  idolatry  would  help  to  clarify  the  issue. 
In  this  chapter,  we  will  look  at  the  criticism  of  idolatry  in  the  following:  Wisdom  of 
Solomon,  Philo,  Josephus,  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  and  Sybilline  Oracles.  There  are  good 
reasons  for  such  a  study  and  the  choice  of  the  literature. 
First,  such  a  study  would  illuminate  the  question  of  how  Diaspora  Jews  viewed 
and  reacted  to  idolatry.  This  will  serve  to  highlight  the  different  emphasis  each  places 
on  the  definitions  set  out  in  chapter  two.  Knowing  how  these  Diaspora  Jews  viewed 
idolatry  and  what  definitions  they  adopted  in  their  critique  of  idolatry  would  enable  us 
to  see  what  were  the  base  reasons  for  their  rejection  of  idolatry.  This  will  also 
illuminate  the  way  idolatry  was  understood  and  defined  by  different  parties  in  1  Cor  8- 
10.1 
The  choice  of  the  above  Diaspora  Jewish  literature  is  made  as  the  authors 
represent  a  variety  of  viewpoints  on  idolatry  and  emphasise  its  different  aspects.  In 
addition,  since  these  texts  date  from  a  period  close  to  that  of  the  New  Testament,  what 
they  say  about  idolatry  may  reflect  the  thinking  on  idolatry  current  at  that  time. 
'The  fact  that  the  Corinthian  community  was  itself  a  Diaspora  community,  set  within  the  Graeco-Roman 
world  in  which  there  were  many  Gods  and  many  lords  (cf.  I  Cor  8.5),  means  that  a  study  of  the  criticisms 
of  idolatry  by  the  Diaspora  Jews  will  shed  light  on  our  understanding  of  the  situation  in  the  Corinthian 
church  where  idol-meat  was  freely  eaten  by  some,  particularly  when  the  `strong',  the  `weak'  and  Paul  all 
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As  in  the  previous  chapter,  we  will  examine  the  various  emphases  of  the 
Diaspora  Jewish  authors  and  see  what  definitions  of  idolatry  are  particular  to  different 
authors.  This  will  further  strengthen  the  point  made  in  chapter  two,  that  the 
multifaceted  definitions  of  idolatry  in  chapter  two  are  liable  to  the  following:  (1) 
intellectual  separation  of  these  definitions;  and  (2)  subjective  choice  of  the  definitions 
by  either  individuals  or  groups.  Further,  our  discussion  will  yield  the  different  grounds 
on  which  the  different  Diaspora  Jewish  authors  base  their  rejection  of  idolatry. 
3.2  Wisdom  of  Solomon  13-15 
The  book  of  Wisdom  is  generally  assumed  to  have  been  written  by  an 
Alexandrian  Jew  between  100  BCE  and  30  CE,  2  although  neither  his  exact  identity  nor 
his  biography  could  be  established.  3  The  entire  book  appears  to  be  the  writer's  efforts 
in  encouraging  his  fellow  Jews  to  take  pride  in  their  ancestral  monotheistic  belief  of 
the  one  true  God.  4  Throughout,  the  author  seeks  to  persuade  his  readers  that  their 
belief  is  superior  and  thus  their  way  of  life  a  better  option,  by  making  a  sharp  contrast 
between  the  nations'  Gods  and  the  true  God.  s 
The  vehemence  of  the  language  indicates  that  even  though  the  author  is  an 
Egyptian  Jew,  he  is  categorically  opposed  to  pagan  culture  and  religions.  There  is  a 
series  of  antitheses  throughout  the  book:  the  righteous  versus  the  wicked,  knowledge 
versus  ignorance,  the  just  versus  the  unjust,  immortality  versus  mortality,  reward 
versus  punishment,  God  versus  idols,  and  the  like.  Barclay  concludes  that  the 
predominant  theme  is  `social  conflict  and  cultural  antagonism  between  Jews  and  non- 
2  Cf.  Winston  1992:  121-2;  Barclay  1996:  181-82,  and  182,  n3.  Cf.  Reider  1957:  12-14. 
3  See  Clarke  1973:  1-3. 
°  Winston  1979:  63. 
s  Collins  1997:  135  is  right  in  saying  that  there  is  always  an  apologetic  element  in  the  attempts  to  extol  the 
Jewish  religion.  Kolarcik  1999:  289-301  argues  that  the  themes  of  `universalism'  and  `justice'  can  be  seen 
throughout  the  book,  in  which  the  author  expresses  these  themes  by  showing  the  relationship  of  God  to  the 
cosmos  and  the  defence  of  the  faithful.  Cf.  Collins  1997:  1-15  who  rightly  points  out  the  inherent  tension 
between  natural  theology  and  divine  revelation  in  Wis. 78 
Jews'  and  that  it  is  `an  educated  and  deeply  Hellenized  exercise  in  cultural 
aggression'.  6  Such  a  conclusion  is  well  attested  throughout  the  book,  not  least  in  the 
chapters  on  idolatry  (13-15),  which  are  the  focus  of  the  following  discussion. 
Various  structural  outlines  have  been  proposed.  7  Winston  provides  a  relatively 
simple  outline,  while  Grabbe's  is  more  elaborate  which  may  be  set  out  as  follows: 
A  Nature  worship  (13.1-9) 
B  Idolatry  (13.10-15.19) 
a  Introduction  (13.10) 
b  Carpenter/wood  (13.11-14.2) 
c  Apostrophe  (14.3-6) 
Transition  (14.7-11) 
d  Origins  of  idolatry  (14.12-31) 
c'  Apostrophe  (15.1-3) 
Transition  (15.4-6) 
b'  Potter/clay  (15.7-13) 
a'  Conclusion  (15.14-19) 
If  we  would  imagine  a  concentric  progression  from  below  gradually  extending 
to  the  top  with  the  most  despicable  type  of  idolatry  at  the  pinnacle  of  the  cone,  then  it 
becomes  obvious  that  the  author's  purpose  is  to  show  that  the  basest  of  all  idolatrous 
worship  is  the  Egyptian  animal  worship. 
6  Barclay  1996:  184.  Collins  2000:  200  does  not  find  this  conclusion  justified,  as  he  argues  that  there  are 
Stoic  and  Cynic  philosophical  parallels  to  the  polemic  in  Wis.  However,  the  base  foundation  of  the  people 
in  the  ancient  world  may  be  traced  to  their  religious  belief.  Thus,  when  one  wanted  to  criticise  another,  the 
main  area  of  criticism  would  seem  to  be  that  of  religion.  That  the  Gentiles  have  been  found  to  be  equally 
critical  of  the  Egyptian  animal  worship  does  not  therefore  mean  that  the  polemic  in  Wis  cannot  be  viewed 
as  `cultural  aggression'.  There  is  no  reason  why  one  cannot  borrow  an  idea  from  the  Gentiles  to  criticise 
the  Gentiles.  Wis  13-15  certainly  cannot  be  viewed  as  expressions  of  'cultural  convergence',  as  Collins 
sees  it  (2000:  202).  Reider  1957:  9-12  looks  at  the  entire  book  as  a  polemical  work,  of  which  the  first  5 
chapters  are  against  the  recalcitrant  Jews  while  the  rest  of  the  book  are  against  the  vicious  pagan  idolatry. 
7  E.  g.  Winston  1979:  11;  and  Grabbe  1997:  23. 79 
The  above  structure  establishes  two  basic  points  of  the  writer  of  Wisdom:  (1) 
the  true  God  rules,  saves,  and  extends  his  mercy;  and,  in  contrast,  (2)  idols  and  images 
are  dead,  wrong,  and  despicable.  8  It  is  worth  looking  at  Wis  13-15  in  greater  detail. 
Grabbe's  outline  will  be  followed  in  the  following  discussion. 
A  Nature  worship  (Wis  13.1-9) 
Wis  13  begins  with  nature  worship,  which  the  author  suggests  is  the  result  of  a 
human  tendency  (13.2-3).  9  The  elements  of  nature  are  powerful  (Süvaµtc)  and 
influential  (Ev  p'ycta)  (13.4).  Thus  humans  worship  these  elements  because  of  their 
greatness  and  beauty.  The  word  Occop¬w  (13.5)  has  the  meaning  of  `contemplate'  or 
`consider'  when  it  is  used  of  the  mind.  10  However,  if  the  elements  are  powerful,  then 
their  creator  must  be  even  more  powerful.  "  The  Gentile  idolaters  have  therefore  gone 
astray  (itXavwvti(xt,  v  6)  when  they  worship  nature,  confusing  nature  with  God  and 
are  thus  in  error  (cf  v  2).  This  kind  of  idolatry  is  that  of  the  cognitive  level  of 
dishonouring  God,  as  defined  in  chapter  two  above.  The  irony  is  that  they  do  not  find 
the  God  behind  these  created  things.  12  Thus,  Reider  correctly  points  out  that  the  sense 
of  v1  seems  to  be  that  `(A)11  men  must  be  fools  who  can  look  upon  the  works  of  God 
Thus  Schilrer  111.570,  rightly  says  that  essentially  the  contents  of  Wis  warn  against  the  folly  of 
godlessness.  Similarly,  Grabbe  1997:  57  observes  that  harangues  make  up  the  bulk  of  the  third  part  of  Wis 
(i.  e.  Wis  13-15).  See  also  Reider  1957:  10-11 
9  Reider  1957:  160-61  is  not  convincing  when  he  argues  that  the  `rulers  of  the  world'  in  v2  refers  to  all 
sorts  of  Gods,  not  just  to  sun  and  moon.  Winston  1979:  250  takes  the  word  ttpv  rdvet,  S  xdap.  ov  to  refer 
to  the  sun  and  moon,  although  the  term  is  also  applied  to  the  Gods.  In  the  context  of  Wis  13.1-9,  the 
author  seems  most  certain  to  refer  to  the  sun  and  moon. 
10  Liddell-Scott  1940:  364 
11  This  is  essentially  the  point  of  the  author  in  13.4b.  Cf.  Reider  1957:  161. 
12  Reider  1957:  161-62,  `These  men  are  moved  by  the  world's  beauty  and  endeavor  to  seek  God,  but 
somehow  they  fail  to  attain  that  end'.  Cf.  Collins  2000:  200. 80 
and  not  recognise  God  in  them.  13  Such  a  failure  in  recognising  the  true  God  serves  as 
the  basis  for  their  rejection. 
B  Idolatry  (Wis  13.10-15.19) 
Wis  13.10-19 
The  seeking  of  God  leads  to  the  making  of  `Gods'.  Those  who  do  not  seek 
after  God  in  nature  seek  for  him  in  other  ways.  Wis  13.10-16  details  the  making  of  an 
idol,  founded  probably  on  Isa  40,41,44  and  46.14  The  author  apparently  wants  to 
show  the  absurdity  of  idols  by  describing  the  entire  process  of  idol-making  (cf.  Isa 
44.9-20).  First  he  shows  how  the  carpenter  uses  the  wood  for  good  purposes.  But 
idols  are  made  out  of  what  is  to  be  thrown  away  (e  avtiwv  öcnö  32  r  µa),  therefore 
out  of  what  is  unwanted  (oü66  e1  xpT  'tov)  (v  13).  They  are  therefore  `dead' 
(vExpois,  vv  10,18),  `useless'  (äxpTlatiov,  v  10;  of  Ov  cvxpT(:  Ytiov,  v  13), 
`worthless'  (or `cheap',  vkEXCi,  v  14),  `powerless'  (dövva'tci,,  v  16),  and  `lifeless' 
(öct{tvxq 
,v 
17).  15  Further,  an  idol  is  made  because  the  carpenter  is  too  free,  or  idle 
(dpyi(x),  not  because  of  any  devotion  on  his  part.  16  Thus,  the  care  (ittµ6Xeta)  with 
which  he  carves  out  the  idol  is  due  to  two  reasons.  The  first  is  his  professional  habit  as 
a  carpenter.  The  second  is  the  carpenter's  desire  not  to  be  bored  again  by  idleness. 
There  appears  to  be  a  complete  absence  of  religiosity,  at  least  to  Wis.  The  idols  made 
have  various  forms  such  as  those  of  animals  and  of  humans  (Eixövi,  dvOpoS7too). 
13  Reider  1957:  159.  Cf.  Collins  1997:  208-9  recognises  Wis  as  regarding  the  philosophers  who  worship 
nature  as  culpable,  but  goes  on  to  say  that  they  deserve  respect  when  they  seek  to  worship  the  true  God, 
even  though  they  fail  in  their  attempt. 
14  Collins  2000:  200  says  the  polemic  in  Wis  13.10-19  draws  its  inspiration  from  isa  44.9-20. 
15  These  terms  have  at  least  two  common  features:  (1)  they  are  all  negative;  and  (2)  in  contrast  to  the  true 
God,  they  all  have  to  do  with  the  absence  of  life.  The  word  äynrxoc  literally  means  `lifeless',  `inanimate' 
(Liddell-Scott  1940:  143).  The  author's  intention  is  clear:  to  show  that  idols  are  false  and  therefore  no 
Gods. 
16  Cf.  Reider  1957:  164-65. 81 
They  are  then  accommodated  in  some  kind  of  chamber,  or  shrine  (olmjga),  fastened 
on  the  wall,  and  nailed  down  for  stability.  Such  an  elaborate  process  is  necessary  as 
the  idol  is  unable  to  help  itself  (v  16).  17  Thus  the  author  shows  the  passive  inability  of 
the  idols  and  thus  the  absurdity  of  idolatry.  The  passage  shows  a  crescendo  of  polemic 
against  idolatry. 
Wis  14.1-7 
In  14.1-7,  the  idolater  sets  sail  into  the  sea  but  encounters  danger,  from  which 
he  is  saved  when  he  entreats  his  idols.  Here  the  writer  of  Wis  ridicules  the  idolater's 
God  as  but  a  piece  of  wood  that  is  worse  than  a  vessel.  He  argues  that  it  is  in  fact  the 
Father  (lt(X"rEp,  v  3)  who,  by  his  providence  (itpdvotoc,  v  3),  18  guides  and  saves  (v 
4).  19  Thus,  the  answer  to  the  idolater's  prayer  does  not  come  from  his  idol  but  from 
God.  The  idolater  should  have  prayed  to  the  true  God  but  he  did  not.  Thus,  his  prayer 
is  idolatrous. 
Wis  14.8-1120 
In  14.8-11,  the  writer  moves  to  a  scathing  attack  on  idols  and  their  makers  by 
pouring  scorn  and  curses  on  them,  and  pronounces  judgement  on  them.  The  idol  is 
hand-made  (tiö  %Etpo1totTytov,  v  8),  which  is  the  ungodliness  (t1  th  i3Eta,  v  9)  of 
its  maker.  Yet,  the  maker  and  worshipper  of  idols  call  their  idols,  which  are 
%  perishable,  God  (,  co  ýOaptiöv  Oeös  (bvo  is  O7j,  v  8).  21  They  are  described  in  terms 
1'  Cf.  Ep  Jer  27;  Isa  46.7. 
18  Cf.  Reider  1957:  167-68. 
19  Verse  7:  `For  blessed  is  the  wood  through  which  righteousness  comes',  may  well  be  an  allusion  to 
Noah's  ark  (Reider  1957:  169).  Thus,  Winston  1979:  267  translates  the  verse  correctly  as  `blessed 
... 
through  which  righteousness  survives'.  Cf.  Collins  1997:  210,  n70,  who  rightly  points  out  that  the  theory 
of  a  Christian  interpolation  is  difficult. 
20  Collins  1997:  210  takes  14.1-11  as  a  unified  whole  that  forms  a  mockery  of  the  sailor.  But  a  closer  look 
shows  that  in  14.8-11  the  author  shifts  his  emphasis  from  the  idolater  to  the  idols. 
21  Could  it  be  possible  that  the  author  is  having  in  mind  the  second  commandment,  which  bans  the  physical 
representation  of  Yahweh?  Collins  2000:  201  observes  a  `clear  identification'  of  Israel  in  Wis.  Reider 82 
which  are  contradictory  to  God  and  his  nature,  so  that  they  are  both  equally  hateful  to 
God  (  arlu  O&j3,  v  9).  The  idol  is  pejoratively  described  as  tiö  itpaxO  v  (that 
which  was  brought  about)  and  its  maker  6  8poi6cc 
. 
Both  will  face  punishment 
(xoXaaOrj6Etiat)  (v  10),  which  is  described  as  a  visitation.  The  reason  for  such  an 
e1ttßxo1trj  is  that  both  the  maker  and  the  idols  are  an  abomination  (ß&&Xvyµa,  v 
11),  22  which  is  the  result  of  misrepresenting  the  true  God,  to  which  the  author 
attributes  the  `stumbling'  (GKdvöaX(x)  and  the  `snare'  (7t(x'ytöa)  of  the  human 
souls. 
23 
Wis  14.12-21 
In  a  rather  long  passage  in  14.12-21,  the  author  explains  euhemeristically  the 
origin  of  idolatry.  For  him,  idolatry  begins  with  the  mind,  and  is  the  beginning  of 
moral  decadence  (äpxij  itopvetag).  The  idols'  entry  into  the  world  is  the  result  of 
human  error  or,  more  precisely,  the  `vain  glory'  (iEVo6otia)  of  humans  (v  14). 
The  author  then  illustrates  his  view  of  the  origin  of  idolatry  with  how  a 
grieving  father  made  an  image  of  his  recently  deceased  child  and  honoured  him  as  a 
God  (v  15).  24  Over  time,  rules  and  rituals  were  introduced  and  passed  down,  which 
became  a  law  to  be  kept  (vdp,  og  44u?  c  x8n,  v  16).  These  were  subsequently  enacted 
1957:  2  sees  Wis  10-19  as  an  illustration  of  the  power  of  wisdom  from  the  ancient  history  of  Israel.  It  is 
therefore  possible  that  the  author  of  Wis  sees  here  a  universal  application  of  the  first  and  second 
commandments. 
ZZ  BS  Xtry  to  is  a  term  frequently  used  in  the  LXX  to  refer  to  idols.  Liddell-Scott  1940:  312.  Reider 
1957:  171  observes  that  'Bdelugma  seems  to  be  used  in  LXX  for  every  opprobrious  term  applied  to  idols' 
(italics  author's). 
23  What  these  two  terms  mean  may  perhaps  be  gleaned  from  14.12,  where  idolatry  is  accused  of  being  the 
beginning  of  fornication  and  corruption  of  life.  See  further  14.24-28. 
24  Collins  1997:  210-11  argues  that  this  illustration  of  the  origin  of  idolatry  finds  several  parallels  in  various 
works,  such  as  that  of  the  4"'-century  convert  to  Christianity  Firmicus  Maternus,  the  cult  of  Hadrian's 
Antinous,  etc.  Winston  1979:  270  rightly  points  out  that  the  case  of  Firmicus  Maternus  is  based  on  the 
widespread  religious  phenomenon  of  the  Graeco-Roman  world.  While  this  may  further  reinforce  the 
theory  that  the  author  sees  an  extension  of  the  second  commandment  to  the  Gentiles,  the  use  of  a  much 
later  4U'-century  work  as  a  parallel  runs  the  risk  of  anachronism. 83 
as  commandments  by  the  monarch,  and  the  graven  images  were  worshipped  (v  17). 
Then  the  people  who  lived  far  from  the  city,  out  of  a  desire  to  `flatter'  their  monarch, 
erected  an  image  of  the  king  (Eixov(x  tioi  ßacak  cwc).  With  the  artisan  further 
embellishing  it,  a  great  multitude  of  people  were  attracted  to  it  and  began  to  view  this 
image  of  a  man  as  an  object  of  worship  (v  20).  25  The  author  calls  such  idolatry  a 
hidden  danger  to  life  (tiw  ßt')  Eis  gvESpov,  v  21).  By  such  a  detailed  description  of 
the  origin  and  development  of  idolatry,  the  author  illustrates  how  the  true  God  is 
dishonoured  through  physical  representation.  The  criticism  and  condemnation  of 
idolatry  are  therefore  legitimised. 
Wis  14.22-31 
The  author  of  Wis  shows  in  this  section  the  consequences  of  idolatry  as  wholly 
negative  and  as  bringing  about  only  the  abuse  of  the  human  life,  body,  institutions  and 
the  like.  In  14.23,  the  idol  worshippers  are  accused  of  doing  more  than  just 
committing  idolatry.  They  have  gone  further  by  instituting  rituals  which  are  totally 
absurd,  and  thus  the  author  implies  that  idolatry  here  involves  the  wrong  kinds  of 
worship. 
In  14.24-27,  a  catalogue  of  vices  is  given  which  the  writer  of  Wis  attributes  to 
the  worship  of  idols  (ciöc6Xcov  6prlßKEia).  26  Thus  the  worship  of  nameless  idols  is 
the  beginning  ((xpxij),  the  cause  (aitita),  and  end  (iýp(xS)  of  every  evil  (itatndS 
tcaxov)  (v  27).  27  This  is  to  show  that  there  is  nothing  good  or  positive  about  other 
religions  or  Gods  other  than  the  true  God.  And  if  the  Gentile  objects  of  worship  were 
25  Winston  1979:  279. 
26  According  to  Reider  1957:  174-75,  this  seems  to  be  a  description  of  the  moral  decadence  of  Greece  and 
Rome.  The  murder,  robbery  and  such  like  are  also  mentioned  in  Jer  7.9  and  Hos  4.2.  Cf.  Philo,  Conf  12. 
27  Winston  1979:  280  translates  ävwvüµwv  as  'unspeakable',  `not  to  be  named'.  Reider  1957:  176-77  is 
more  correct  in  rendering  it  'nameless',  which  is  equivalent  to  `without  a  name'  and  therefore  without 
existence.  The  description  of  the  idols  as  'dead',  'useless',  'worthless',  `powerless',  'lifeless',  'corpse'  in 
13.10-18  shows  that  the  author  in  14.27  is  having  similar  thoughts  about  the  idols. 84 
in  every  way  evil,  their  devotees  and  worshippers  are  not  much  better  (vv  28).  The 
author  describes  the  idolaters'  celebrations  as  madness  (Ei4patvöµcvot 
pEµrjvaßtv),  their  prophesying  (mpo411'ts)'oußty  WEl  6i)  as  lying,  their  living  as 
unrighteous  (ýw6ty  d&ixwS),  their  swearing  as  false  (bttopxoü(Yty)  and  their 
invocation  of  the  name  of  their  Gods  as  light  (tax¬coc,  literally  'hasty')  28 
These  negative  terms  are  apparently  meant  to  convey  the  idea  that  the  results  of 
idolatry  are  but  an  evil  and  wicked  society!  29  By  such  a  vehement  treatment  of  the 
idols  and  idol-worshippers,  the  author  reveals  his  hatred  for  the  religio-cultural 
practices  of  the  Gentiles  and  his  own  surrounding  Graeco-Roman  world.  0  It  also 
indicates  to  us  that  the  author  seems  to  see  a  global  application  of  the  second 
commandment  against  idol-making.  Thus  far,  the  critique  of  idolatry  in  Wis  seems  to 
lie  in  the  author's  emphasis  on  the  true  God.  1 
Wis  15.1-6 
The  theme  of  the  true  God  continues  in  Wis  15.  Here  the  author  makes  the 
contrast  between  seeking  after  the  true  God  and  idol  making.  He  shows  that  the  true 
28  Reider  1957:  177  argues  that  v  28  `(e)numerates  four  results  of  idolatry:  madness  (Bacchic  frenzy),  false 
ideals,  injustice,  and  perjury'.  Thus,  we  may  deduce  from  the  results  of  idolatry  one  of  the  reasons  for 
Wisdom's  condemnation  of  idolatry.  For  if  idolatry  leads  to  such  serious  consequences,  then  it  not  only 
fails  to  honour  God  but  also  directly  advocates  disobedience  to  the  true  God,  which  is  the  reason  of  their 
punishment. 
29  So  Reider  1957:  177. 
30  While  scholars  have  interpreted  Wis  as  having  different  purposes,  e.  g.  Collins  2000:  202  views  it  as  one 
of  convergence  in  Greek  culture;  Reider  1957:  9-12  sees  it  as  a  polemical  work;  and  Barclay  1996:  184,186 
argues  that  it  is  `cultural  aggression',  the  basic  conception  that  Wis  reveals  a  distaste  for  the  idolatrous  evil 
practices  of  Alexandria  is  still  valid.  Even  though  Collins  has  sought  to  show  from  various  Greek  authors 
and  the  terms  employed  by  Wis  that  the  author  of  Wis  is  attempting  to  find  common  ground  with  his  Greek 
counterparts,  he  precisely  betrays  the  fact  that  it  is  still  the  idolatrous  practices  of  the  masses  that  Wis  is 
polemicising  against. 
31  That  the  author  is  having  in  mind  the  God  of  Israel  may  be  seen  in  his  allusions  to  Israel  as  a  righteous 
people  and  his  constant  reference  to  the  history  of  Israel  as  the  paradigmatic  example  for  the  Gentiles.  See 
Collins  2000:  200,  who  rightly  points  out  the  equation  the  author  makes  between  Israel  and  the  righteous. 
See  further  Wis  2.23-24,  where  a  clear  reference  to  the  creation  is  made  (cf.  Gen  1.26;  2.17a,  and  3.1-7), 
which  again  suggests  that  the  God  of  Moses  is  in  view  here. 85 
God  is  sought  after,  while  the  ridiculous  idols  are  made.  The  former  refers  to  a 
superior  being,  the  latter  to  a  created  thing  made  possible  by  human  hands. 
In  15.1-6,  the  author  begins  with  Eü  59  (but  you...  ),  changing  the  subject 
matter  of  14.22-3  1,  the  consequences  of  idolatry,  to  the  kind  (xpratiOq)  and  true 
(äff  rý6rjs)  God.  32  Thus,  the  reader  immediately  sees  the  contrast  between  idolatry  and 
the  worship  of  the  true  God.  33  For  the  true  God  is  not  only  slow  to  anger 
(µmKpOOuµoq,  literally  `patient')  but  also  merciful  (e?  ct)  (15.1).  Thus,  we  see  here 
the  emphasis  on  the  four  divine  attributes  as  mentioned  in  Exod  34.6.  Since  the 
context  of  Exod  34  is  the  re-writing  of  the  laws,  the  reference  to  these  divine  attributes 
suggests  the  author  has  in  mind  the  covenant  motif.  Thus,  the  author  suggests  that  part 
of  seeking  God  consists  in  not  sinning  (ovx  äµaptiriaö  teO(x);  and  he  adduces  the 
knowledge  of  belonging  to  God  as  the  reason  for  not  sinning  -  those  who  seek  after 
God  are  his  (E166tieS  öu  aoi  %P-Xo'ytapcOcc,  v  2).  This  is  important  for 
understanding  the  contrast.  Belonging  to  God  involves  `faithfulness'  to  his  command, 
presumably  the  command  to  worship  only  the  true  God,  which  is  the  basic  requirement 
of  the  covenant.  34  `Sin'  (äµapu'a)  in  the  context  of  this  section  is  a  clear  reference  to 
idolatry,  as  vv  4-6  show.  Verse  3  speaks  of  the  benefits  of  seeking  after  God  -  the 
knowledge  of  God  itself  is  perfect  virtue  (bXdiX'jpos  Stxatoav)Vlj);  and  this 
knowledge  is  in  fact  the  root  of  immortality  (tio  xpthog  Otýc  dOavaaIcxS).  In 
other  words,  the  author  is  here  establishing  a  theological  conception  that  the 
32  Reider  1957:  178  says,  `The  writer  passes  now  from  the  lifeless  idols  to  the  great  living  God  of  Israel...  '. 
33  Winston  1979:  281. 
34  In  the  context  of  Exod  34.17,  Israel  is  specifically  commanded  not  to  visually  or  physically  represent 
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knowledge  of  the  true  God  leads  to  salvation  -  `we  are  yours'  (v  3).  35  But  what  does 
`salvation'  here  mean?  Winston  rightly  points  out  that  the  covenant  motif  in  Deut 
9.29,  `Yet  they  are  your  very  own  people',  refers  to  Israel's  status  as  Yahweh's 
children  despite  their  sin.  36  Understood  in  a  covenantal  light,  this  is  perhaps  among 
the  greatest  benefits  of  worshipping  the  true  God.  But  there  is  no  covenant  between 
idol-worshippers  and  the  idols  they  worship,  and  therefore  there  is  no  salvation. 
Wis  15.7-13 
As  with  13.10-16  and  14.12-21,  a  similar  theme  of  idol  making  is  touched  upon 
in  this  section.  Here,  out  of  the  same  clay  the  potter  makes  vessels  (,  y,  %-on-cd 
8ijµtovpywv,  `fabricated  image')  for  various  uses,  both  clean  and  unclean.  Then  with 
evil  labour  (x(xicdµoxOoc)  he  forms  a  `vain'  God  (8eöv  µätiatov)  (v  8).  The  term 
that  the  author  uses  to  describe  the  image  is  1d15TXa  (v  9),  which,  as  a  metaphor, 
means  `fraudulent'  and  'dishonest'.  37  This  suggests  that  the  idols  made  are  meant  not 
only  as  a  counterfeit  of  the  true  God,  but  they  are  primarily  meant  to  deceive  others 
into  believing  these  idols  to  be  the  true  God.  Thus,  the  idol-maker  himself  has  a  hope 
that  is  worthless  (EV'tc?  ca  t  pa,  v  10)  because,  as  v  13  says,  the  making  of  idols  is  a 
sin.  The  reference  to  Gen  2.7  in  v  11  further  suggests  that  the  idol-maker  has  erred 
cognitively  in  that  he  has  not  `discerned'  (ý,  yv61  jc  mv)  his  creator.  38  This  again 
highlights  the  author's  emphasis  on  the  true  God. 
35  Of  course,  one  may  argue  that  this  is  the  question  of  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  as  Collins  1998:  186 
does.  But  more  importantly,  knowledge  of  the  true  God  in  the  context  of  covenant  would  imply  a 
relationship  with  God  himself,  as  v3  suggests,  'we  are  yours'. 
36  Winston  1979:  281. 
37  It  also  means  `adulterated  things'.  See  Liddell-Scott  1940:  956.  Cf.  Reider  1957:  181. 
38  Reider  1957:  181  comments:  'He  wilfully  ignored  his  Maker,  cf.  Isa  I.  Y.  The  assumption  of  the  author 
of  Wis  seems  to  be  that  the  idol-maker  should  have  known  but  failed  to  acknowledge  the  true  God  who 
created  (1  Xdaaatria,  v  11)  him.  This  shows  an  expectation  on  the  part  of  the  author  that  all  humanity 
ought  to  know  the  true  God  and  creator,  which  further  implies  a  possible  view  of  a  universal  application  of 
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Wis  15.14-19 
In  15.14-19,  the  author  begins  with  an  attack  on  the  enemies  and  oppressors39 
of  God's  people  as  most  foolish  (#pov¬ati(xtiot)  and  as  having  a  soul  more  feeble 
(ti(X'XavcS)  than  the  soul  of  an  infant  (v  14).  The  reason  is  they  reckoned  all  the  idols 
of  the  nations  as  Gods  (v  15).  The  critique  of  idols  here  in  v  15  resembles  that  of  Ps 
115.4ff  where  an  intellectual  critique  of  idolatry  is  made.  The  origin  of  the  idols  is 
traced  once  again  to  the  handiwork  of  a  human  being;  but  since  no  human  being  is  able 
to  form  a  God  like  himself  (v  16),  the  idol  is  therefore  a  dead  thing  (vcxpöv,  v  17). 
But  the  Egyptian  animal  worship  by  far  receives  the  author's  worst  condemnation  (v 
18),  40  particularly  the  animals  they  worship,  which  the  author  considers  the  most 
hateful  (,  td  ExOta'ta,  v  18)  and  are  therefore  excluded  from  the  praise  and  blessing  of 
God  (v  19).  41 
Conclusion 
The  above  analysis  shows  the  author's  attitude  towards  idolatry  to  be  negative 
and  vehement.  He  mounts  a  relentless  attack  not  only  on  the  idols,  but  also  on  the 
entire  process  of  idol-making  and  the  maker,  while  speaking  positively  about  the  God 
39  Who  are  these  oppressors?  Reider  1957:  183  thinks  they  are  the  nations  that  have  oppressed  Israel,  such 
as  the  Egyptians.  The  author  may  have  had  the  thought  that  idols  were  introduced  into  Israel  by  the 
Gentile  nations.  If  this  is  the  case,  the  author  could  well  have  in  mind  the  religious  influence  of  the 
Graeco-Roman  world  on  the  Jews.  Thus,  v  18  may  be  taken  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  countering  the 
particularly  bizarre  Egyptian  animal  worship. 
40  This  is  unlikely  to  be  an  effort  of  the  author  of  Wis  to  seek  acceptance  among  the  cultured  Greeks  of 
Alexandria  (Collins  1997:  213;  2000:  200-202).  For  the  conception  of  Wis  concerning  the  true  God  differs 
from  that  of  the  Greeks.  And  if  we  were  to  take  into  consideration  Wis  15.14-19,  it  would  appear  that  the 
author  is  extending  the  conception  of  `faithfulness'  in  worshipping  the  true  God  to  the  Egyptians.  Rather 
than  attempting  to  gain  acceptance  among  the  cultured  Greeks  of  Alexandria,  the  author  is  more  likely 
criticising  pagan  idolatry  and  the  Egyptian  animal  worship  from  a  culturally  superior  position  of  belonging 
to  the  `true'  God  of  the  Jews.  Although  Collins  is  right  to  say  that  the  author  sees  wisdom  as  universal,  it 
is  the  true  God  to  whom  the  author  of  Wis  seeks  to  direct  the  attention  of  all  people.  And  if  Wis  has  in 
mind  the  God  of  Israel,  as  Collins  himself  has  shown  (2000:  201),  and  as  we  have  seen  in  15.3  the  possible 
covenant  motif,  one  wonders  how  the  author  is  able  to  gain  acceptance  among  the  Greeks  who  were 
unlikely  to  accept  the  religion  of  the  Jews. 
41  Reider  1957:  184  points  out  that  the  clause  `they  have  escaped  etc.  '  in  v  19  is  unclear.  However,  the 
author  might  have  intentionally  left  it  unclear  so  as  to  create  a  double  insult,  that  is,  both  the  animals  and 
their  devotees  are  excluded  from  God's  praise  and  blessing. 88 
of  the  Jews  (15.3).  Throughout,  the  author  critiques  idolatry  on  the  cognitive  level, 
showing  two  basic  reasons  for  such  critique:  (1)  the  true  God  cannot  be  represented; 
(2)  idols  have  no  real  existence  and  are  therefore  powerless.  Those  who  attribute  to 
idols  what  rightly  belongs  to  the  true  God,  i.  e.  power  and  life,  are  guilty  of  the  sin  of 
idolatry  and  therefore  face  the  prospect  of  punishment.  The  author  seems  to  have 
adopted  the  second  definition  of  idolatry  as  misrepresenting/dishonouring  the  true 
God.  Two  aspects  of  the  definition  seem  to  have  received  greater  emphasis 
throughout:  (1)  misrepresenting  the  true  God  visually,  that  is,  with  an  object;  and  (2) 
confusing  God  with  nature,  that  is,  nature  worship.  By  identifying  these  aspects  of  the 
definitions  of  idolatry  as  set  out  in  chapter  two  above,  we  are  able  to  recognise  the 
reasons  for  which  the  author  of  Wis  carries  out  his  critique  of  idolatry. 
3.3  Philo 
Philo  was  born  between  25  and  20  BCE  and  died  around  50  CE  in  Alexandria.  2 
His  writings  reveal  that  he  had  an  excellent  training  in  the  Jewish  scripture  alongside 
an  extraordinary  Greek  education.  43  That  he  was  brought  up  in  the  ancient  customs 
and  traditions  of  the  Jewish  nation  is  undisputed.  He  worked  and  lived  as  an 
intellectual  and  philosopher  whose  philosophy  was  founded  upon  Moses,  although  he 
was  also  familiar  with  other  Greek  philosophies.  44  However,  he  preferred  the  tranquil 
life  of  contemplation  to  the  complex  and  harsh  reality  of  politics.  5  In  him,  we  witness 
an  epitome  of  a  devout  Jew  who  saw  his  life  as  deeply  rooted  in,  and  therefore 
42  See  Sandmel  1979:  3;  and  Barclay  1996:  159  for  the  dating  of  Philo's  year  of  birth  and  also  Barclay 
1996:  159,  n74. 
47  Sandmel  1979:  15  observes  that  `There  is  universal  agreement  among  scholars  that  the  Greek  culture 
reflected  in  Philo  is  both  broad  and  penetrating,  the  result  of  reading  and  study  in  intensity  and  depth.  He 
quotes  some  fifty-four  classical  authors  directly  and  accurately'.  See  also  Borgen  1997:  17  and  Barclay 
1996:  159-61  for  similar  comments,  including  those  about  Philo's  Jewish  background;  cf  Spec  1.314. 
44  See  n43  above. 
45  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  161-2  for  a  brief  discussion  of  Philo's  preference  for  a  contemplative  life;  see  also 
Spec  3.1-6;  cf.  Abr  20-25,85-87;  Contempt  18-21. 89 
committed  to,  the  Jewish  community,  particularly  that  of  Alexandria.  6  But  he  was 
also  always  concerned  about  the  Jewish  people  universally. 
For  Philo,  the  Torah  is  the  most  important  source  of  one's  life.  The  God  of  the 
Jewish  Torah  is  the  Ruler,  the  Maker,  the  Divine,  and  Father  of  all.  47  Thus,  Philo  is 
categorically  opposed  to  any  effort  in  representing  God,  as  it  will  only  upset  and 
distort  the  truth  of  God.  Not  surprisingly,  therefore,  we  are  able  to  find  a  philosophical 
and  intellectual  critique  of  idolatry  and  polytheism  48 
We  will  discuss  five  main  passages  from  Philo.  49  The  first  is  De  Opificio 
Mundi  170-72  where  a  foundational  statement  about  God  is  made.  The  second  is  De 
Decalogo  52-81  where  Philo  makes  a  sharp  attack  on  three  levels  of  idolatry.  The 
third  will  be  De  Specialibus  Legibus  1.12-31  where  Philo  repeats  his  vehement  attack 
on  idolatry  but  with  a  slight  change.  This  will  be  followed  by  a  look  at  the  fourth,  De 
Vita  Contemplativa  3-8,  in  which  Philo  seems  to  understand  idolatry  in  a  gradation. 
The  fifth  and  final  treatment  will  be  the  piecemeal  sections  taken  from  De  Legatione 
ad  Gaium  in  which  Philo  relates  the  event  leading  up  to  the  violation  of  the  temple  at 
Jerusalem  and  hurls  sharp  and  harsh  criticisms  at  the  emperor  Gaius. 
3.3.1  De  Opificio  Mui: di  170-72 
Philo  believes  a  detailed  treatise  on  the  creation  (De  Opificio  Mundi)  is 
necessary  prior  to  a  treatment  of  the  Laws.  And  this  is  what  Moses  has  done  (Opi  f3). 
In  this  treatise,  he  gives  an  account  (almost  a  commentary)  of  the  creation  based  on 
46  That  he  was  a  prominent  member  of  the  Jewish  community  is  seen  from,  for  example,  Legat  182,  and 
that  he  represented  the  Jewish  community  and  led  the  Jewish  deputation  to  Gaius  points  to  this  fact.  See 
Borgen  1997:  14-15. 
47  Sandmel  1984:  23. 
48  CC  Wolfson  1948:  27-32  who  devotes  a  considerable  amount  of  space  to  the  discussion  of  polytheism.  A 
somewhat  truncated  discussion  can  be  found  in  Borgen  1997:  208-12. 
49  There  are  very  many  passages  in  Philo  which  treat  the  question  of  idolatry  or  polytheism  and  it  is  not 
possible  to  include  all  of  them,  besides  those  cited  here,  other  examples  include  Decal  156;  Spec  1.56; 
Contempl  3-8;  Post  165;  Mos  2.193-96,205;  Fug  180;  Congr  15;  Prob  105;  Abr  267;  Praem  162. 90 
Scripture'50  and  ends  with  a  summary  about  the  Maker  of  the  world's  origin  in  170- 
72.51 
According  to  Philo,  there  are  five  things  or  conceptions  that  are  fairest  and  best 
of  all,  the  first  of  which  is  the  eternal  existence  of  God  (170).  Philo  does  not  only 
emphasise  God's  existence,  but  also  his  eternity.  This  point  is  made  with  atheists  in 
mind,  52  i.  e.  those  uncertain  and  double-minded  about  God's  eternal  existence. 
The  second  conception  is  the  unity  of  God  (Asd;  Eis  echt,  171),  which  is 
held  in  opposition  to  polytheism.  53  For  Philo,  polytheists  practise  mob-rule 
(öXXoxpa'da),  when  they  view  all  the  earthly  creatures  and  animals  as  Gods. 
The  third  conception  is  the  coming  into  being  of  the  world  (yevrl'Ek  6 
xöaµog,  the  world  came  into  being),  which  refutes  those  who  believe  that  the  world 
has  no  beginning  and  is  eternal.  54 
The  fourth  is  the  singularity  of  the  world  (&ig  Latity  6  xöaµoq).  Philo 
argues  that  the  Maker  makes  his  world  as  uniquely  as  himself.  Here  Philo  charges 
those  who  teach  a  plurality  of  worlds  with  lacking  knowledge.  55  It  suggests  that  God 
is  not  unique  himself,  which  is  a  wrong  conception  of  God. 
The  fifth  conception  is  about  the  Fatherly  nature  of  God:  he  exercises 
forethought  (irpovoei).  This,  according  to  Philo,  is  the  law  of  nature  (172). 
50  Borgen  1997:  68  observes  that  more  than  a  third  of  Opif  `is  devoted  to  arithmological  excursus  on  the 
tetrad  and  the  hebdomad'  so  that  the  treatise  reveals  `an  extensive  use  of  Pythagorean-like  speculations  on 
numbers'.  Cf.  Opif47-52,89-128. 
51  Borgen  1997:  79  refers  to  these  as  the  `right  ideas'  about  God.  It  is  most  appropriate  to  describe  this  as 
Philo's  creedal  statement;  see  Barclay  1996:  164f. 
52  This  is  a  criticism  of  the  Sceptic  view  which  doubts  the  existence  of  God.  Cf.  Borgen  1997:  68.  Philo 
views  polytheism  as  a  step  leading  to  atheism  (Praem  162);  see  also  Goldenberg  1998:  5  1. 
s'  Philo  most  likely  has  in  mind  the  Greek  and  Egyptian  Gods;  cf.  Decal  53;  Conlemp13-6;  see  also 
Wolfson  1948:  27f.  In  Migr  69  polytheism  and  atheism  are  equally  profane. 
54  This  is  also  called  the  Aristotelian  view;  cf.  Aet  10. 
55  The  Epicureans  believe  in  a  plurality  of  worlds  and  deny  the  doctrine  of  providence.  Cf.  Post  2  where 
the  doctrines  of  the  Epucureans  also  posit  that  God  has  a  human  face. 91 
For  Philo  these  five  conceptions  are  foundational  to  the  bliss  and  blessedness 
(µatcapi(Xv  xai  Ev6aiµova)  in  one's  life.  Although  this  is  not  an  explicit 
condemnation  of  idolaters,  Philo  probably  would  not  deny  that  the  reverse  will  be  true, 
i.  e.  that  idolaters  will  lead  a  miserable  life. 
3.3.2  De  Decalogo  52-81 
There  are  three  main  strands  of  critique  here:  the  critique  of  nature  worship;  the 
critique  of  idol-makers  and  idol-worshippers;  and  the  critique  of  Egyptian  animal 
worship.  Philo  discusses  his  critiques  in  three  clearly  defined  categories  of  idolatry,  56 
in  an  ascending  and  increasing  order  of  intensity. 
Nature  worship  (52-65) 
Philo  begins  with  a  foundational  principle  -  the  transcendent  source  of  all  that 
exists  is  God  (52).  However,  there  is  a  lack  of  this  knowledge  among  humanity  in 
whom  a  great  delusion  or  deception  (it,  %(ivos  tits  oü  gtKp6q)  is  found,  which  is 
idolatry,  57  expressed  in  nature  worship. 
In  53-58,  Philo  says  that  humanity  have  deified  (eKtcOetoSxaat)  the  four 
elements  of  nature:  earth,  water,  air,  and  fire;  also  the  sun,  the  moon,  planets,  stars, 
heaven  and  the  whole  world  (53).  They  have  assigned  to  these  elements  names  of 
Greek  and  Roman  Gods,  58  and  therefore  concealed  (i  apcxa%tiyl(xvtio)  the  true 
God.  59 
56  CE  Goldenberg  1998:  52.  This  is  similar  to  the  critique  in  Wis,  a  pattern  which  will  be  discussed  below. 
57  CC  Congr  15;  Virt  214  states  that  the  removal  of  the  One  God  is  `delusion'. 
58  So  Borgen  1997:  209-10. 
59  The  true  God  is  here  described  as  the  highest  (&vcfrta  tov)  and  the  most  august  (itpea(3inatiov),  the 
begetter  (tiöv  ycvvrltirjv),  the  ruler  of  the  great  world-city  (,  t(3v  dpxovta  tflS  µc^yaXaztOXEcuc),  the 
commander-in-chief  (tiöv  atip(xtdpxrv)  of  the  invincible  host,  the  pilot  ('töv  K  cpv1  trly)  who 
regulates  (oixovo  tEi)  safety. 92 
Philo  attributes  such  deification  of  nature  to  the  myth-makers  (55),  60  which 
contradicts  Moses  who  instructs  against  treating  any  part  of  the  universe  as  the 
omnipotent  God  (58).  According  to  our  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two 
above,  nature  worship  is,  at  the  cognitive  level,  a  mixing  of  God  with  nature,  thus 
reducing  God  to  `not  being'  (ovx  6vtia).  61  Philo  terms  this  `profanity'  (ob 
eeuutiav).  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  people  lack  capacity  for  instruction  (o» 
E180"ti£S  d6t&  1c  m)  of  ývact);  they  fail  to  learn  (oü  atovöcL  ovteS  µa6£iv)  and 
therefore  do  not  know  the  truly  Existent  One  (tiöv  bvtioc  övticog). 
For  Philo,  nature  worship  is  equivalent  to  honouring  a  king's  subordinates, 
which  he  describes  as  `unwisdom'  (ovx  öcyvo  iov6a  ta'tog)  and  `foolhardiness' 
('  twoxtv5vvöti(xtioc).  But  those  are  the  most  `senseless'  (äßovXdtiatiot)  and 
`unjust'  (dötxcStiatiot)  who  render  to  the  created  what  rightly  belongs  to  the  Maker 
(61).  In  so  doing  they  are  giving  equal  measure  to  what  is  unequal;  and  have 
deliberately  forgotten  the  Maker  (?.  10f,  62).  62 
Philo  challenges  his  readers  to  reject  (dTccoO  iv)  such  imposture  (tiepOpctc  v) 
and  not  to  worship  (µßj  icpoaxvvciv)  the  brothers  (tio13S  ä&  ?  4ovg).  The  use  of 
`the  brothers'  is  an  interesting  twist  as  Philo  sees  the  created  order  and  humanity  as 
60  The  making  of  myths  is  µvüoicoti{a;  cf.  Leg  1.43;  Sacr  13,76;  Fug  121;  Spec  1.79;  see  Wolfson 
1948:  32-34,  who  rightly  argues  that  Philo  sees  in  the  second  commandment  a  prohibition  not  only  against 
idolatrous  worship  but  also  against  all  deities  invented  by  myth-makers.  Cf.  Wis  13.1-9. 
61  Elsewhere,  i.  e.  Mos  2.193-96,  the  Egyptians  are  accused  of  nature  worship  by  setting  up  earth  against 
heaven  and  by  even  deifying  the  Nile  as  if  it  were  the  counterpart  of  heaven;  see  also  Fug  180  and  Wolfson 
1948:  30. 
62  C£  Viii  179  which  states  that  the  best  of  all  is  God,  but  Him  they  forget. 93 
having  one  Father  (itatirjp  äitävtiwv  EiS),  the  Maker  of  the  universe  (6  7tonyci  g 
'uwv  öX(ov).  63  Thus,  nature  worship  is  `brother  worship'! 
The  readers  are  urged  to  gird  themselves  up  to  serve  the  uncreated  (tiw 
öcyEv'ytiw)  and  the  eternal  (,  c  p  cüöi4  ),  and  to  engrave  in  themselves  the  first 
(icpwtiov)  and  the  most  sacred  (\E poStia'tov)  of  commandments  (map(xyycXµätiwv), 
which  is  the  acknowledgement  and  honour  of  the  One  God  (65).  64 
Idol-makers  and  idol-worshippers  (66-76a) 
In  the  preceding  sections,  Philo  has  laid  the  foundation  for  a  more  vehement 
critique  of  idolatry,  based  on  the  second  commandment,  which  has  been  set  out  in 
chapter  two  above. 
While  the  second  commandment  was  given  specifically  to  Israel,  Philo  is  here 
applying  it  more  universally,  i.  e.  to  pagan  Egyptians,  and  as  a  critique  of  all  forms  of 
idolatry.  65  Thus,  in  66,  he  first  makes  a  distinction  between  those  who  worship  nature 
and  those  who  worship  idols.  Taking  a  similar  stance  as  Wis  (13.6-7),  Philo  thinks 
that  the  former  have  a  lesser  offence  than  the  latter.  The  offence  of  those  who  worship 
idols  is  therefore  extensively  described  and  attacked. 
First,  they  misrepresent  God  by  making  images  and  figures  with  wood  (ý-  A,  a), 
stones  (,  %iOovS),  silver  (dpyopov),  and  gold  (xpoc  öv),  including  `other  works  of 
human  hands'  (,  cd  dX,  %a  xEtpoxµrjticýuv),  which  are  likely  anthropomorphic 
representations  of  God.  66 
63  Thus  Borgen  1997:  233  is  not  altogether  accurate  when  he  says  the  `brothers'  referred  to  the  stars. 
Certainly  it  includes  the  stars,  but  other  created  things  as  well! 
64  This  is  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  errors  of  those  who  deify  the  elements  and  other  planetary  balls;  cf. 
Borgen  1997:  233. 
65  See  for  example  the  treatment  of  the  golden  calf  by  Philo  in  Mos  2.161-73,  Spec  3.125.  Elsewhere,  i.  e. 
Spec  1.54,  Philo  warns  that  any  betrayal  of  the  One  God  leads  to  the  utmost  punishment. 
66  But  God  is  not  a  graven  image  on  stones,  nor  can  an  image  of  him  be  made  (Del  125). 94 
Such  idolatrous  acts  sever  the  idolater  from  the  rightful  conception  of  God 
(67).  67  These  idolaters  are  therefore  like  boats  tossed  to  and  fro  without  any  security  in 
the  certainty  of  truth.  They  are  blind  (tio4  Xoi)  to  the  truth  of  God  and  more  miserable 
than  those  who  are  physically  blind  (68).  Thus,  Philo  does  not  think  any  pity  should 
be  extended  to  such  people,  only  punishment  (tioi,  59  i  dXaats  6)q  µoxOT  poic).  6s 
In  a  satirical  way  (70-71),  Philo  suggests  that  the  idolaters  should  have  deified 
the  sculptors  and  painters.  69  But  the  idolaters  instead  embellish  and  serve  the  products 
of  the  craftsmen  while  their  makers  grow  old  and  pass  into  oblivion.  He  therefore  not 
only  hurls  his  critique  on  idolatry,  but  also  on  the  inhumane  aspect  of  idolatry:  the 
maker  is  viewed  with  lesser  concern  by  the  seemingly  devout  idolaters. 
Indeed,  embellishing  and  beautifying  idols  which  idolaters  regard  as  Gods  is 
one  thing,  offering  prayers  and  sacrifices  to  these  idols  by  their  own  makers  is  worse 
(72).  Philo,  again  sarcastically,  argues  that  they  might  as  well  worship  their  own 
hands;  or  if  that  were  to  appear  egotistical,  they  could  always  worship  their  hammers, 
anvils,  pencils,  tongs,  and  other  tools.  By  mentioning  the  tools  necessary  for  the 
making  of  the  idols,  Philo  shows  that  the  tools  are  of  better  and  greater  use,  without 
which  the  idols  would  not  even  have  been  formed!  Thus,  the  futility  and  the  sin  of 
idolatry  are  being  exposed,  making  those  who  engage  in  idol  worship  even  more 
preposterous. 
More  vehement  is  the  critique  of  73-74,  in  which  Philo  describes  the  idolaters 
as  demented  (ähovoTjO  vti(xS),  and  suggests  that  idolaters  should  seek  to  be  like  their 
67  Abr  268  states:  `Faith  in  God,  then,  is  the  one  sure  and  infallible  good,  consolation  of  life,  fulfilment  of 
bright  hopes,  dearth  of  ills,  harvest  of  goods,  inacquaintance  with  misery,  acquaintance  with  piety,  heritage 
of  happiness,  all-round  betterment  of  the  soul  which  is  firmly  stayed  on  Him  Who  is  the  cause  of  all  things 
and  can  do  all  things  yet  only  wills  the  best'. 
68  Writing'in  a  hyperbole,  Philo  argues  that  even  'an  infant  knows'  (6yvw  vi  ttoq)  that  the  craftsman  is 
superior  to  what  he  has  made.  He  argues  that  the  craftsman  is  the  father  of  the  craft  since  he  has  made  it. 
69  Cf.  Abr  267  on  the  creation  of  sculptors  and  painters. 95 
images  which  he  scornfully  describes  as  having  totally  useless  and  powerless  senses. 
The  description  is  clearly  an  echo  of  Ps  115.5-8  where  v8  likens  the  idol-makers  to 
their  idols,  so  are  those  who  trust  in  idols  like  them  (cf.  Isa  44.9-20).  Thus,  Philo's 
critique  extends  to  both  idol-makers  and  their  idols,  and  those  who  engage  in  such 
worship.  While  idolaters  consider  the  places  of  their  idols  a  shrine  or  temple,  Philo 
insultingly  describes  it  as  a  temple-prison  (£ipx  cr  vc  6v  icpov),  turning  the  idols  into 
prisoners  and  their  worshippers  prison-guards! 
Philo  argues  that  a  clear  proof  of  the  impiety  of  idolaters  is  their  indignation  at 
being  asked  to  be  like  their  idols  (75).  Such  a  reaction  is  due  to  a  few  possibilities.  It 
could  be  that  idolatry  in  itself  is  impious.  It  could  also  be  that  these  idolaters  know  in 
the  depths  of  their  hearts  that  the  idols  are  motionless,  useless  and  truly  foolish,  hence 
their  impious  indignation.  A  third  possibility  is  that  the  idolaters  could  be  holding 
such  a  high  regard  for  their  idols  that  any  suggestion  to  be  like  their  idols  would  be 
tantamount  to  blasphemy,  since  for  humans  to  become  like  Gods  would  reduce  the 
divinity  of  the  Gods. 
But  Philo  does  not  see  anything  positive  in  idolaters.  To  him,  there  could  be  no 
sincerity  or  devotion  in  idolaters  towards  their  idols.  He  therefore  attacks  them 
because  what  they  do  -  idol-making  and  idol-worshipping  -  goes  against  the  teaching 
of  the  Torah  which  to  him  is  universally  applicable.  70 
Thus  Philo  concludes  that  humans  who  have  souls  must  not  worship  the  idols 
which  have  no  souls  (76a).  The  idolaters  have  reversed  the  natural  order  of  things;  but 
Philo  is  seeking  to  re-order  it.  He  argues  that  it  is  out  of  place  ((Xhoitou;  )  and 
70  Thus  Barclay  1996:  174  comments:  `In  this  sense  Jews  are  the  one  truly  worshipful  community  in  the 
world;  they  are  the  nation  with  the  clearest  vision  of  God,  the  people  thus  naturally  most  God-beloved'. 
See  also  Mos  2.189;  Plant  55-60;  Migr  113-14;  Abr  98.  Cf.  Borgen  1984:  235  who  states  that  Philo's 
purpose  in  writing  the  Life  of  Moses  was  to  tell  the  Gentile  readers  about  the  supreme  law-giver  whose 
laws  they  should  accept  and  honour.  It  is  therefore  clear  that  Philo  views  Judaism  as  universally 
applicable. 96 
therefore  unnatural  and  disgusting  for  humans  to  turn  to  the  service  of  what  their  hands 
have  made. 
Egyptian  animal  worship  (76b-81) 
For  Philo,  the  Egyptian  animal  worship  is  by  far  the  worst  form  of  idolatry. 
For  the  Egyptians  not  only  venerate  all  kinds  of  animals,  but  also  invent  legendary 
tales  about  them  (µv8txot  7TXdßµatia).  71  And  he  reserves  his  strongest  criticism  yet 
for  the  excess  of  such  worship,  which  includes  the  fiercest  and  most  savage  of  all 
animals,  namely  lions  and  crocodiles,  and  the  venomous  asp  (da'ittha,  a  small 
poisonous  snake,  possibly  the  Egyptian  cobra,  perhaps  similar  to  the  present  day  North 
African  cobra).  72  Philo  describes  these  animals  as  a  deliberate  and  careful  choice 
resulting  from  a  thorough  ransacking  of  the  two  elements.  73  By  worshipping  these 
animals,  the  Egyptians  show  they  hold  a  wrong  conception  of  God.  74  And  Philo 
insults  it  further  by  saying  that  people  visiting  Egypt  for  the  first  time  and  seeing  such 
animal  worship  are  likely  to  die  from  laughing  (80).  The  deification  of  animals  shows 
the  worshippers  have  stooped  low  and  degraded  themselves  to  a  level  lower  than  the 
animals,  but  failed  to  worship  the  true  God.  Philo  vilifies  them  as  beasts  in  human 
shape  (ävOpwwcthij  Or  pt(x)  parading  themselves  before  the  foreigner.  75 
71  Although  Philo  grants  that  the  Egyptians  might  deify  their  domestic  animals  (bulls,  tiaüpoxq;  rams, 
Kpto'  )q;  and  goats,  tips  youS)  since  they  provide  the  means  of  livelihood  (77),  he  does  not  therefore 
endorse  it!  His  reasoning  here  is  probably  a  rhetorical  ploy  and  no  more.  It  is  unlikely  that  having 
criticised  so  much  the  physical  misrepresentation  of  God  he  should  now  allow  the  deification  of  animals. 
72  In  Post  165,  he  condemns  the  Egyptian  animal  worship  as  utterly  nonsensical. 
73  äff'  LKatiýpov,  literally,  after  each  of  the  two,  i.  e.  elements,  yf;  and  v8atios. 
74  In  addition,  there  are  other  less  savage  and  grotesque  animals  than  lions  and  crocodiles  which  the 
Egyptians  deify  such  as  dogs,  cats,  wolves,  birds,  fish,  etc.  But  they  are  no  less  ridiculous 
(Katiay9Xaatiot,  79).  Philo  elsewhere  describes  this  form  of  worship  as  `the  folly  (fl%tOt6ti1t«)  of 
Egypt'  (Spec  1.79).  Cf.  Wolfson  1948:  31 
's  The  word  itcptvoarc  co  means  to  go  around,  to  visit  or  inspect.  It  could  mean  that  as  the  visitor,  who  is 
probably  a  tourist  of  some  sort,  looks  on  while  the  idol-worshippers  go  around  visiting  and  inspecting  their 
idols,  thus  they  seem  (SoKii,  v)  beasts  in  human  shape  to  the  visitor. 97 
3.3.3  De  Specialibus  Legibus  1.12-3176 
This  part  of  the  treatise  treats  the  first  two  commandments.  The  first  (12-20) 
follows  the  line  of  the  discussion  in  Decal;  the  second  (21-31)  follows  the  same  except 
that  Philo  further  interprets  idolatry  symbolically,  i.  e.  as  representing  the  vain  things, 
such  as  wealth.  There  is,  however,  a  difference  from  the  treatment  found  in  Decal.  In 
Decal  Philo's  critique  involves  three  levels  as  seen  above.  However,  in  Spec  1.12-31, 
only  the  first  two  are  treated  while  Egyptian  animal  worship  is  left  out.  '  Meanwhile, 
Philo  adds  two  other  aspects  of  idolatry:  that  of  idolatry  of  wealth  (23-27),  and  the 
idolatry  of  personages  (28-31). 
Nature  worship  (12-20) 
In  this  passage,  Philo  goes  into  another  lengthy  discussion  of  nature  worship; 
but  he  no  longer  calls  it  an  error  (&aµccp'tta,  Decal  66),  nor  does  he  describe  nature 
worshippers  as  the  most  senseless  (öc,  ßooXO'catioq)  and  unjust  (ä&tc&catog,  Decal 
61).  Instead,  he  calls  their  action  `a  going  astray'  (tXdvov,  150. 
But  unlike  Decal  the  Gods  here  are  recognised  by  their  devotees  as  absolutely 
powerful  (aütiöxptuopaq,  13),  who  were  the  cause  of  all  events.  But  according  to 
Philo,  Moses  taught  that  the  universe  was  created  as  the  greatest  of  cities  (itöA,  tg'j 
µs'yt  t11),  and  the  heavenly  bodies  are  like  magistrates  and  subjects  (dpxovtaq  xat 
ibmIlcöoug). 
Thus,  according  to  Moses,  argues  Philo,  the  magistrates  are  not  absolutely  or 
unconditionally  powerful,  but  are  lieutenants  (undpxovs)  of  the  one  Father  (kv6; 
ir(X'tpög).  77  They  operate  perfectly  as  they  have  been  modelled  after  the  principles  of 
76  Borgen  1984:  239  rightly  points  out  that  Book  1  provides  the  interpretation  of  the  first  and  second 
commandments,  and  prohibits  idolatry  and  gives  details  on  the  knowledge  and  the  worship  of  God. 
77  They  are  at  most  `his  agents  and  subordinates',  so  Barclay  1996:  431;  cfConf  168-73. 98 
the  Maker's  governance  (iii  µou  t  voog  'Cl  iv  Fitt  rtaatav).  Thus  nature 
worshippers  have  confused  God  with  nature,  mistaking  the  created  things  for  the  cause 
of  all  events  in  the  universe.  78  This  is  precisely  what  the  first  commandment  warns 
against:  not  recognising  the  true  and  eternal  God  as  Ruler  of  all,  79  whom  Philo 
describes  as  not  only  the  God  of  Gods  (ov  µövov  O&Ö  O&civ),  who  holds  authority 
and  sovereignty  over  all  the  Gods,  but  also  the  Maker  of  all  (it(X'vzcov  5Tµtovy0s).  80 
The  point  which  Philo  makes  here  is  a  very  finely  defined  one:  if  anyone  renders  the 
worship  of  the  Eternal  Creator  to  a  created  thing,  that  person  stands  `damaged  in  the 
understanding',  `deranged'  (4psw(3Xct  3rlc)  and  is  guilty  of  the  highest  degree  of 
impiety  (66E(3Eicc  of  t  yia  1ý).  This  is  quite  a  blanket  charge  since  nothing  other 
than  the  one  true  eternal  Maker  is  to  be  worshipped,  and  so  all  forms  of  worship  to 
anything  other  than  the  true  God  are  impious. 
Idol-making  and  idol-worshipping  (21-31) 
Philo  goes  on  to  a  critique  of  idol-making.  The  treatment  here  differs  from 
elsewhere  in  that  after  mentioning  the  acts  of  idol-making  and  idol-worshipping,  and 
citing  the  second  commandment  (21-22),  Philo  moves  to  another  category  of  idolatry, 
namely,  the  love  of  wealth  (23-27).  The  next  category  is  the  deification  of  personages 
(28-31).  That  all  these  three  categories  may  be  classified  under  idol-making  and  idol- 
worshipping  seems  clear  since  each  is  the  making  of  something  into  a  God  for  worship 
78  The  instruction  of  Moses  in  Deut  4.19  is  repeated  here  (15)  and  it  teaches  that  any  act  which  deifies  the 
heavenly  Gods  is  considered  going  astray  (it?.  ävov).  For  it  directly  contradicts  the  teaching  of  Moses,  and 
is  consequently  defined  as  idolatry  at  the  cognitive  level. 
79  Cf.  16-18,  where  Philo  argues  that  the  astral  bodies  must  not  be  supposed  to  have  absolute  power  as  if 
they  were  Gods.  The  reason  is  simple:  God  alone  is  absolutely  powerful.  The  heavenly  bodies  may  have 
the  rank  of  subordinate  rulers  (n  v  vndpp)v  'rcL  tv,  19),  but  they  are  not  God.  They  rule  or  operate 
according  to  the  laws  of  nature  as  given  by  God  the  Maker.  Thus,  Philo  is  careful  not  to  contradict  his  own 
statement  in  Oprf  171  where  he  describes  the  world  as  unique  as  the  Maker. 
8°  Goldenberg  1998:  52-54  states  that  Philo  does  not  see  any  value  in  other  Gods  for  he  only  finds  the 
Jewish  religion,  its  scripture  and  its  laws  to  be  the  most  supreme,  hence  his  rejection  of  all  pagan  religious 
worship. 99 
and  honour.  Thus,  the  following  will  be  treated  under  the  same  heading  of  idol- 
making  and  worshipping. 
a.  Physical  representation  of  God  (21-22) 
Philo's  harsh  critique  is  first  of  all  levelled  against  visual  or  physical 
representation  of  God  (cf.  Mos  2.205).  He  cites  the  second  commandment  (Exod 
20.23)  which  states  explicitly  that  there  is  to  be  no  physical  representation  of  God  with 
gold  or  silver  (22).  However,  idolaters  part  with  their  silver  and  gold,  and  sculptors 
carry  out  the  job  of  making  idols  as  if  they  were  `competent  to  fashion  Gods'.  It  is  a 
misrepresentation  of  God  and  thus  a  violation  of  the  second  commandment  and  a 
degradation  of  the  true  God. 
b.  Love  of  wealth  (23-27) 
The  love  of  wealth  is  capable  of  leading  people  to  a  point  equivalent  to 
religious  devotion  to  a  divine  image  (d'ya%X  to  6Eiov).  Thus,  in  23,  Philo  sees  the 
non-literal  aspect  of  the  prohibition  issued  by  the  second  commandment  as  valuable 
for  promoting  morality.  The  morality  of  humanity  in  relation  to  wealth,  Philo  argues, 
is  dependent  upon  one's  religious  morality.  81  For  those  who  love  money,  silver  and 
gold,  wealth  would  appear  to  be  their  source  of  blessing  and  happiness.  But  this  also 
suggests  a  departure  from  the  true  God  who  alone  must  be  worshipped. 
In  24,  he  accuses  the  poor  and  the  needy  of  doing  the  same,  although  they  have 
no  wealth,  by  paying  homage  to  their  neighbours'  wealth.  The  picture  of  the  poor 
begging  for  generous  gifts  from  the  wealthy  is  described  by  Philo  as  resembling  people 
81  Borgen  1997:  213  observes  that  the  foundation  of  the  ethical  aspect  of  life  and  virtues  is  the  worship  of 
the  God  who  is.  Thus,  there  is  a  close  relationship  between  idolatrous  worship  and  immoral  behaviour. 
Cf.  Virt  181-82. 100 
going  to  grand  temples  to  bestow  worship  on  their  Gods.  Philo  criticises  such 
behaviour  for  being  so  extreme  as  though  wealth  were  Gods  (OEwv  aitiTl  I1cVOt).  82 
By  seeing  a  non-literal  prohibition  on  wealth  in  the  second  commandment  and 
in  Lev  19.4,  Philo  is  actually  making  an  application  of  the  biblical  prohibition  on 
idolatry  to  wealth,  thus  turning  an  obsession  with  wealth  into  idolatry.  The  crux  of  the 
idolatry  of  wealth  seems  to  be  the  `desire  for  money'  (4tXapyupta,  24)  and  the 
`divine  honours'  (tiiµdc  iao8  ouq,  25)  assigned  to  wealth. 
However,  the  `idols'  of  wealth  are  elusive  and  therefore  unreliable  (24). 
Conceptually,  the  way  the  poor  and  the  needy  seek  after  wealth  makes  wealth  appear 
like  a  God,  when  they  ought  to  have  sought  after  the  true  God  of  the  Jews.  This  could 
suggest  `misrepresentation'  of  the  true  God  who  cannot  be  `represented'.  Thus  it  is 
deemed  idolatry,  a  definition  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two  above. 
c.  Invention  of  personages  (28-31) 
In  28,  Philo  charges  that  the  myth-makers  build  their  false  imaginations  against 
the  truth  (cf.  Congr  15)  when  they  invent  new  Gods.  83  Although  the  translation  of 
Colson  of  the  new  Gods  as  `personages'  is  instructive,  the  meaning  of  `personages'  in 
this  context  still  requires  some  explanation.  84  Do  the  `personages'  refer  to  important 
figures  such  as  heroes  of  the  past  who  are  being  venerated?  Or  are  they  mere 
characters  imagined  and  invented  from  pure  fantasy?  Philo  throws  light  on  this  point 
in  Spec  2.164,  where  he  refers  to  the  plurality  of  the  Gods  and  describes  them  as  the 
82  Although  this  appears  more  like  a  violation  of  the  first  commandment,  Philo  views  this  as  a  conceptual 
error  in  that  these  people,  by  their  very  behaviour  have  made  wealth  represent  God  when  they  seek  after  it 
as  if  it  was  God. 
83  There  is  no  mention  of  the  word  `pesonages'  in  LCL,  except  the  word  7tthftES.  However,  the 
description  of  6Eot3S  xatvovS  suggests  that  the  etc  v  Fq  refers  to  some  form  of  Gods  and,  with  the 
description  of  the  inventors  as  of  l  wOoypc  of  we  may  follow  Cohn's  suggestion  of  adding  µtOot 
before  itcLvte.  . 
84  LCL,  Philo,  vol  7,114,  n2. 101 
`vain  invention  of  the  tribe  of  poets...  '  ('CO'  itotljtitxöv  'Y609  Lµ  SOavac...  ).  On  the 
basis  of  this  statement,  it  appears  that  Philo  has  in  mind  the  `invented'  myths,  rather 
than  the  venerated  past  heroes  or  emperors. 
`(T)o  promote  their  seductiveness'  (tpds  tiö  Eüitapäyw'yov),  the  myth- 
makers  incorporate  melody,  music  with  all  the  metre  and  rhythm  so  as  to  deceive  the 
audience.  85  Philo  attacks  not  just  the  sculpture  and  the  painting  associated  with  it,  but 
also  the  whole  purpose  of  the  myth-makers  whom  he  accuses  of  deceiving  and  of 
making  the  soul  unsteady  and  unsettled  (ä(3ý(3atov  ic(xi  ävtöpvtiov).  Thus,  he 
exposes  the  deception  of  the  myth-makers.  This  is  contrasted  with  Moses  who 
repeatedly  teaches  the  lesson  that  God  is  one  and  that  he  is  the  Framer  and  Maker  of  all 
things  (Ocds  sic  Lyn  xai  xtiiavig  xai  itotritijc  t65v  6%cov,  30),  who  is  the 
Lord  of  created  things  (ö  xvpto;  'a3v  ysyov&ccov). 
A  further  contrast  of  this  one  God  is  the  truth  that  `stability  and  fixity  and 
lordship  are  by  nature  vested  in  Him  alone'  (,  co'  ßýßaiov  xai  itdytov  xai  tiö 
xvpoc  cbg  cW10  itepi  avtiöv  p  övov  is  ývxc).  Philo  concludes  that  those  who 
cling  to  the  God  who  IS  live!  86  By  inference,  those  who  do  not  cling  to  the  true  God 
but  deify  others  will  die!  The  above  discussions  reveal  a  Philo  who  is  at  odds  with  the 
pagan  religion  and  all  attempts  to  represent  the  true  God. 
The  above  critique  of  Philo  suggests  that  he  sees  idolatry  as  having  different 
grades,  which  seems  to  parallel  his  `graded'  critique  in  Contempl  3-8.87 
85  But  God  is  not  a  graven  image  and  he  needs  no  music,  rhythm  and  such  like  to  attract  his  worshippers; 
cf.  Del  125. 
86  Deut  4.4,  Colson's  observation  of  the  meaning  of  the  original  is  that  those  who  took  God's  side  remain 
alive.  Cf.  Fug  56  and  Spec  1.345. 
87  Similarly,  there  seems  to  be  a  parallel  between  Philo's  critique  of  idolatry  (in  Decal  52-81  and  Spec 
1.12-31)  and  that  found  in  Wis  13-15. 102 
3.3.4  De  Vita  Contemplativa  3-8 
Although  Contempl  is  considered  not  to  `rank  high'  among  Philo's  works  by 
Colson,  88  the  section  which  concerns  us  is  important  as  it  reflects  Philo's  view  that 
there  is  a  gradation  of  idolatry.  For  Philo,  the  different  grades  seem  to  connote 
different  degrees  of  seriousness.  The  first  is  termed  the  `elements'  (t(X'  atiotXEia) 
which  comprise  earth,  water,  air,  and  fire  (3)  (cf.  Spec  1.12-20;  Decal  52-65).  He  then 
provides  the  reasons  for  people's  veneration  of  these  elements.  While  these  elements 
in  themselves  appear  to  be  powerful,  Philo  describes  them  as  `lifeless'  (äyfuxoc). 
This  is  a  strong  word  of  critique  as  it  shows  the  unreasonableness  of  the  people  who 
revere  the  elements.  And  they  are  `laid'  there  by  God  (i.  e.  the  Artificer)  (Contempl  4). 
The  veneration  of  the  elements  is  further  expressed  in  the  veneration  of  the  celestial 
stars:  sun,  moon,  and  other  planets.  For  Philo,  these,  like  the  elements,  are  the  result  of 
the  Architect  who  is  perfect  in  knowledge,  a  clear  reference  to  God  (Contempl5).  The 
second  level  of  idolatry  moves  a  little  lower,  that  of  the  demigods  (Contempl6)  (cf. 
Spec  1.28-31).  89  For  Philo,  the  claim  that  one  is  a  God  is  ridiculous  as  he  challenges: 
how  could  the  same  person  be  both  mortal  and  immortal?  The  argument  is  further 
bolstered  by  his  reference  to  human  birth,  youthful  passions  and  sexual  liaison  with 
women,  which  suggest  that  Philo  views  immortality  to  be  incompatible  with  mortality 
because  of  the  latter's  human  limitations.  The  third  level  of  idolatry  concerns  the 
worship  of  actual  idols  of  wood  and  stone  (Contempl7),  which  Philo  ridicules  as 
previously  shapeless  but  were  hewn  by  quarry-workers  and  wood-cutters  (cf.  Spec 
1.21-27;  Decal  66-76a).  The  fourth  level  is  that  of  the  Egyptian  animal  worship, 
which  is  `hardly  decent  even  to  mention'  (Contempl  8)  (cf. Decal  76b-8  1). 
88  Cited  in  LCL  Philo,  vol  9,104.  See  Schürer  111.756ff. 
89  See  the  discussion  on  De  Legatione  ad  Gaium  in  which  Gaius  is  compared  to  a  demigod.  Cf.  Wis  14.15- 
21. 103 
The  gradation  of  the  idolatry  in  Contempl  and  the  parallel  critique  of  idolatry 
found  in  Wis  might  suggest  that  either  depended  on  the  other  for  their  critique,  or 
possibly  that  both  drew  on  the  same  source.  90  It  is  possible  that  both  Philo  and  the 
writer  of  Wis  depended  on  the  same  biblical  record  such  as  Jer  10.1-16  and  Isa  44.9- 
20.  However,  the  range  of  critiques  of  idolatry  in  the  LXX,  Philo,  and  Wis  might  also 
suggest  that  there  is  no  fixed  tradition  in  terms  of  the  source.  It  would  be  helpful  to 
tabulate  the  four  passages  (Decal  52-81,  Spec  1.12-31,  Contempl  3-8,  and  Wis  13-15) 
on  idolatry  and  compare  them.  Such  a  tabulation  enables  us  to  see  the  similarities  and 
differences  between  Philo  and  the  writer  of  Wis,  as  well  as  the  different  critiques  of 
idolatry  by  Philo. 
De  Decalogo  De  Specialibus  De  Vita  Wisdom  of 
(52-81)  Legibus  (1.12-31)  Conteinplativa  (3-8)  Solomon 
(13.1-15.19) 
(1)  nature  worship  (1)  nature  worship  (1)  worship  of  the  (1)  nature  worship 
(52-65):  (12-20):  elements  (3-5)  (13.1-9) 
-  deification  of  the  -  `going  astray' 
natural  elements 
as  `error' 
(2)  idol  makers  (2)  idol  making  (2)  demigods  (6)  (2)  idol  making  and 
and  worshippers  and  worshipping  worshipping 
(66-76a):  (21-31):  (13.10-19;  14.1-7, 
-  misrepresenting  -  physical  12-21;  15.7-17) 
God  misrepresentation 
of  God  (21-22) 
-  wealth  (23-27) 
(3)  -------------  (3)  personages  (28-  (3)  idol  making  and  (3)  origin  of 
31):  worshipping  (7)  idolatry  (14.12-21): 
-  myths  -  veneration  of 
humans/demigods 
(4) Egyptian  (4)  ------------  (4)  Egyptian  animal  (4)  Egyptian 
animal  worship  worship  (8)  animal  worship 
(76b-81):  (15.18-19) 
-`folly  of  Egypt' 
90  Winston  1979:  248  puts  it  the  other  way,  that  is,  that  although  both  Philo  and  Wis  may  derive  from  a 
common  Jewish-Hellenistic  apologetic  tradition,  it  is  likely  that  one  could  be  dependent  upon  the  other. 104 
The  above  table  shows  that  idol  making  and  worshipping  is  a  common  theme  which 
invites  condemnation.  But  of  greater  condemnation  is  the  Egyptian  animal  worship, 
since  in  each  critique  of  the  different  idolatrous  acts,  the  intensity  of  condemnation 
grows  towards  Egyptian  animal  worship.  Thus,  in  the  three  texts  in  which  animal 
worship  is  mentioned,  it  is  placed  at  the  lowest  of  all  categories.  However,  from  the 
gradation  of  idolatry,  it  seems  clear  that  there  is  a  variety  of  critique  of  idolatry  within 
a  common  shape,  and  thus  it  may  be  possible  that  there  is  no  fixed  tradition  behind  the 
critique. 
3.3.5  De  Legatione  ad  Gaium 
In  Legat,  Philo  reacts  to  a  situation  in  which  the  Jewish  community  was  being 
threatened,  particularly  the  sanctity  of  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  during  the  reign  of 
emperor  Gaius.  Even  though  the  event  is  extremely  complex,  the  main  target  for 
Philo's  severe  criticism  is  Gaius's  attempt  to  install  his  statue  in  the  temple. 
The  tragic  tale  started  with  the  emperor  Gaius  who,  after  a  series  of  extreme 
murderous  acts  to  ensure  the  security  of  his  throne  and  to  remove  all  those  whom  he 
disfavoured  (22-65),  wanted  to  be  thought  of  as  a  God  (75-80).  He  took  on  the 
insignia  of  the  images  of  the  Gods  (81)  and  attacked  the  honours  paid  to  these  Gods 
(93-97).  However,  Philo  meticulously  sets  out  the  symbolic  meanings  of  all  the 
ornaments  of  the  Gods  (98-113)  and  questions  Gaius's  qualification  to  be  likened  to 
any  of  them  (114).  However,  because  of  the  people's  praises  Gaius  thought  he  was 
really  God  (162)  and  so  bestowed  upon  himself  the  divinity  by  setting  up  a  statue  of 
himself  under  the  name  of  Zeus  (181)  and  demanded  that  all  should  acknowledge  his 
divinity  (117-18). 
While  all  others  obeyed  the  emperor  (116),  the  Jews  refused  on  the  basis  of 
their  laws  and  their  knowledge  of  the  one  God  (115).  Thus,  they  became  the  prime 105 
suspects  of  opposition  and  a  target  of  the  Alexandrians'  hatred.  This  led  to  the  pogrom 
of  38  CE  during  which  images  of  Gaius  were  forcefully  introduced  into  the  synagogues 
(120-3  6). 
When  his  efforts  to  be  made  God  were  delayed  (203,276-329),  Gaius  decided 
to  order  a  colossal  statue  of  himself  to  be  built  in  Rome.  Then  calculatingly  and 
carefully  he  moved  to  install  statues  of  himself  in  cities  in  Alexandria  before  finally 
proceeding  to  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  (337-38). 
Philo  attributes  the  desecration  of  the  synagogues  and  the  temple  to  Gaius's 
great  inconsistency  of  conduct  (346)  and  attacks  his  act  in  no  uncertain  terms  (347-48). 
First,  Gaius  is  accused  of  annexing  ether  and  heaven  (a!  pa  Kai  oüpavöv),  a 
result  of  his  dissatisfaction  with  all  his  possessions.  Second,  Gaius  is  accused  of 
treating  God  as  worthy  of  nothing  ('tdv  OEÖv  ov6Evös  dktov).  Third,  by  installing 
his  own  statue  in  the  temple  hallowed  for  God  (O&  KaOtepco  vta),  Gaius  is  taking 
away  what  properly  belongs  to  God,  i.  e.  his  sovereignty!  91  These,  Philo  charges,  are 
the  origin  of  a  great  flood  of  evil.  While  idolatry  discussed  earlier  is  fundamentally 
erroneous,  it  is  worse  still  to  think  and  make  oneself  God. 
Thus,  Gaius  failed  to  stay  within  the  bounds  of  human  nature  (75),  but 
overstepped  them  in  his  eagerness  to  be  thought  of  as  a  God.  92  But  his  belief  that  he 
was  the  shepherd  of  his  people  is  but  `a  mythical  fiction'  (µuOu  th'  nkaaµa,  77)  and 
the  'most  godless  assumption  of  godship'  (tiTl%  y  dOscowc  ci  v  eKO  Wc3tv).  It  is  the 
most  grievous  impiety,  infidelity  and  ingratitude  to  the  Benefactor  of  the  whole  world 
(118). 
91  Cf.  Spec  1.67  where  Philo  asserts  that  there  is  to  be  only  `one  temple  for  the  One  God',  the  defilement  of 
which  recorded  in  Legat  means  that  no  trace  of  the  reverence  and  honour  due  to  God  is  left  (Legat  347). 
92  Cf.  Borgen  1997:  22,  citing  Smallwood  1976:  174-80,23645. 106 
Gaius's  act  is  equally  idolatrous  at  the  cognitive  level  in  that  he  not  only  failed 
to  recognise  that  God  was  sovereign  over  the  temple,  but  also  transferred  that 
sovereignty  to  himselfl93 
Conclusion 
The  above  discussion  yields  the  unambiguously  negative  attitude  of  Philo 
towards  idolatry.  It  also  reveals  the  grounds  on  which  he  bases  his  critique  of  idolatry. 
From  our  analysis  above,  Philo's  basis  for  rejecting  idolatry  at  all  levels  is  first  of  all 
his  conception  of  the  true  God  -  the  God  of  the  Jews  is  the  Eternal  existent  God  (Opif 
170)  who  is  one  (Opif  171),  the  Framer  and  Maker  of  all  things,  Father  and  Ruler. 
And  the  logical  result  is  his  insistence  on  a  universal  application  of  the  commandments 
of  the  Jewish  Scripture,  which  he  extends  even  to  the  Gentiles.  4  Thus,  any  act  or 
conception  that  contradicts  the  conception  of  divinity  defined  by  Philo,  regardless  of 
the  ethnicity  of  the  persons  involved,  will  be  deemed  idolatrous  and  deserving  the  most 
vehement  critique  and  condemnation. 
We  may  trace  his  critique  to  the  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two 
above.  Philo  seems  to  adopt  the  second  broad  category  of  the  definition  of  idolatry, 
that  is,  misrepresenting  the  true  God  with  an  object.  And  at  the  cognitive  level,  three 
particular  aspects  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  stand  out:  (1)  the  intention  of  seeking 
after  what  is  no  God  to  the  extent  that  one  replaces  the  true  God,  e.  g.  with  wealth;  (2) 
the  mixing  of  God  with  nature  (such  as  nature  worship);  and  (3)  the  failure  to 
recognise  God's  sovereignty,  e.  g.  when  Gaius  imposed  on  himself  the  status  of  the 
divine. 
93  A  most  blasphemous  act  which  is  punishable  by  death;  cf.  Spec  1.54;  Mos  2.206. 
94  Cf.  Borgen  1997:  209  who  comments  on  Decal  52-57  that  the  `two  first  commandments  of  the 
Decalogue  serve  as  basis'  for  the  criticism  of  idolatry. 107 
3.4  Josephus95 
Josephus  is  reckoned  to  be  the  `single  most  important  source  for  the  history  of 
the  Jewish  people  in  the  first  century  CE',  96  and  since  he  lived  in  the  turbulent  years 
between  37/38  CE  and  sometime  after  90  cE,  a  period  that  coincides  with  the  NT  times, 
he  makes  a  relevant  example  of  a  Diaspora  Jew  whose  attitude  towards  idolatry  and 
the  reasons  for  his  rejection  of  it  deserve  our  attention.  How  does  Josephus  view 
idolatry?  And  what  grounds  does  he  offer  for  rejecting  idols  and  idolatry?  In  the 
following,  we  will  see  that  Josephus  upholds  strongly  the  notion  of  the  one  God  as  the 
scripture  proclaims  it,  which  also  serves  as  his  basis  for  rejecting  idolatrous  ideas  and 
behaviour.  Josephus'  view  of  idolatry  and  his  reasons  for  its  rejection  are  important  as 
he  had  been  accused  of  treason  when  he  insisted  on  keeping  the  spoils  which  the 
Galilean  revolutionaries  took  from  plundering  a  royal  caravan  and  on  returning  them  to 
the  owner  at  a  later  time  (Vita  126ff);  when  he  later  allowed  a  royal  delegate  who  was 
imprisoned  to  flee  (Vita  388-89);  and  when  he  not  only  failed  to  take  his  own  life 
under  a  suicide  pact  with  his  soldiers  but  went  on  to  live  in  Rome  with  a  royal  pension 
(Bell  387-88).  97  Although  such  aspects  of  Josephus'  life  could  be  construed  as 
evidence  of  `apostasy',  or  even  `unfaithfulness'  to  God,  from  which  Josephus  is  now 
repenting,  Mason  has  ably  demonstrated  the  implausibility  of  such  a  theory.  98  Further, 
Josephus'  critique  of  idolatry  and  his  reasons  for  the  critique  show  otherwise. 
95  Literature  on  Josephus  is  voluminous.  See  Schürer  1.43-63  for  an  introduction  to  his  works.  Attridge 
1984:  185-232  provides  a  good  summary  of  Josephus  and  his  works.  Barclay  1996:  346-68  provides  a 
thorough  discussion  of  Josephus'  social  context  and  the  works  of  Josephus. 
96  Attridge  1984:  185. 
97  See  Feldman  1984:  779-87  for  a  survey  of  scholarly  opinions  on  Josephus'  life.  Bilde  1988:  36-52  argues 
that  Josephus  sees  himself  not  as  a  traitor  but  a  prophet  of  God  who  is  saved  by  the  grace  of  God  and  acts 
as  God's  messenger  to  Vespasian.  And  it  is  'possible  to  read  this  narrative  in  the  context  of  important 
themes  in  the  rest  of  his  writings',  if  the  emphasis  is  placed  on  God's  grace  and  Josephus'  characteristics  as 
God's  servant.  But  this  seems  too  simplistic  a  theme  on  which  Bilde  seeks  to  hang  all  of  Josephus'  works. 
98  See  Mason  1998:  66-68. 108 
We  may  mention  two  basic  as  well  as  overarching  purposes  (at  least  in  Ant  and 
C  Ap):  that  of  warning  the  Jews  against  `unfaithfulness'  to  the  Jewish  ancestral 
tradition;  and  that  of  promoting  the  Jewish  nation  by  retelling  its  story,  99  thus 
correcting  wrong  or  false  notions  about  the  Jewish  faith  and  the  Jewish  race  and 
therefore  defending  Judaism.  1°°  This  twin  purpose  will  guide  our  following 
discussion.  101 
3.4.1  Josephus'  summary  of  the  law  (Ant  4.200-1,207;  CAp  2.190-93) 
In  his  summary  of  the  law  Josephus  places  particular  emphasis  on  the  oneness 
of  God  which  is  seen  in  there  being  `one  holy  city'  (iE p(X'  7tdXt  tatiw  µta),  `one 
temple'  (vea%  &iS  ?v  tiavtirI  atiw),  and  `one  altar'  ((3wµdS  Eic)  (Ant  4.200).  102 
Josephus  further  reiterates  the  oneness  of  God  in  4.201  where  the  building  of  altars  and 
temples  at  other  venues  is  forbidden,  thus  maintaining  God's  uniqueness  and 
holiness:  103  6£0S  yäp  &iS  xai  tiö  `Eßpaiwv  y  bog  Ev. 
99  See  Barclay  1996:  356-57.  Cf.  Mason  1998:  80-88  who  argues  that  Antiquities/Life  aim  at  providing 
interested  Gentiles  `an  alternative  political  constitution  and  as  an  alternative  philosophical  system'  (p.  80). 
However,  the  Num  25  incident  which  is  not  discussed  at  all  by  Mason  poses  a  difficulty  to  his  thesis:  how 
could  the  Jewish  law  serve  as  an  alternative  constitution  if  the  Jews  themselves  were  not  fully  convinced 
but  were  easily  lured  by  Gentile  women?  Further,  the  resolution  of  the  problem  does  not  seem  to  have 
come  from  `reason',  but  'violence'!  It  is  thus  safer  to  posit  that  Josephus  seeks  to  promote  the  Jewish  law 
but  at  the  same  time  wams  against  the  surrounding  temptations  to  Jews  and  the  challenges  to  the  Jewish 
ancestral  tradition. 
ioo  Thus,  in  his  CAp  he  seems  not  only  to  refute  his  opponents  but  primarily  to  demonstrate  the  purity  and 
superiority  of  the  Jewish  law  and  the  faithfulness  of  the  Jewish  people  to  this  law;  cf.  Barclay  1996:  366-68; 
see  Mason  1996:  187-224,  who  argues  that  CAp  aims  primarily  to  `encourage  potential  converts  to 
Judaism'  (p.  222).  To  this,  we  may  add,  'in  addition  to  a  thorough  defence  against  the  enemies'  charges'. 
101  Attridge  1984:  185  notes:  'Each  of  these  works  relied  in  one  way  or  another  on  earlier  sources  which 
Josephus  recast  to  serve  several  apologetic  purposes.  Any  use  of  his  writings  must  take  account  of  these 
various  tendencies...  '.  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  346. 
102  This  is  a  reference  to  Exod  20.25.  See  Durham  1987:  319-20  for  a  discussion  of  the  verse. 
103  This  may  be  Josephus'  apologetic  against  any  ridicule  of  the  Jewish  peculiar  form  of  worship  (all  the 
detailed  aspects  of  the  sacrifice  mark  them  out),  the  Jewish  peculiar  object  of  worship  (which  is  invisible  to 
the  eye),  and  the  Jewish  peculiar  insistence  on  just  one  temple;  cf.  CAp  2.79. 109 
Although  Josephus  claims  that  he  does  not  criticise  other  Gods  out  of  respect 
for  the  word  `God'  (CAp  2.237),  unless  he  is  left  with  no  choice  (CAp  2.238),  104  this 
is  probably  a  rhetorical  ploy.  And  the  oneness  of  God  is  often  the  basis  for  his  critique 
of  other  Gods. 
In  CAp  2.237,  Josephus  explains  that  it  is  out  of  respect  for  the  word  `God' 
that  they  (i.  e.  the  Jews)  are  forbidden  to  ridicule  other  peoples'  Gods.  The  reason  why 
Josephus  goes  on  later  to  a  criticism  of  Greek  religion  is  that  the  accusers  of  the  Jews 
provoked  him  into  it  (CAp  2.238).  103 
In  another  treatment  of  the  law  (CAp  2.190-93;  cf.  Ant  3.91),  Josephus  points 
out-that  the  theme  of  God  is  stated  simply  in  the  laws:  he  is  the  creator,  the  `beginning, 
the  middle,  and  the  end  of  all  things'  (C  Ap  2.190).  What  this  means  effectively  is  that 
the  God  of  the  Hebrews  encompasses  and  embraces  all  things.  Thus,  nothing  is  fit  to 
make  an  image  of  God  (CAp  2.191).  He  is  inconceivable,  unrepresented,  invisible, 
and  unimaginable  (CAp  2.191).  Thus,  it  is  impious  to  represent  God,  while  the 
reverse,  that  is,  the  worship  of  God  is  most  saintly,  and  equivalent  to  the  `practice  of 
virtue'  (d  (Yi  oüvtiaS  äpc'iiv)  (CAp  2.192). 
The  one  temple  and  one  God  receive  further  emphasis  in  CAp  2.193,  FAq 
vadS  LvdS  OEOÜ.  Josephus  thus  shows  that  the  one  God  and  one  temple  are  the 
104  Bilde  1988:  116  observes  that  Josephus  is  not  able  to  restrain  himself  in  criticising  the  ridiculous  Greek 
religion.  He  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  traditional  Jewish  accusation  against  other  Gods  is  a  set  feature,  i.  e.  a 
Topos,  in  Jewish  apologetic  literature,  and  is  also  a  feature  here  in  Josephus. 
pos  The  ban  on  deriding  the  Gods  is  found  in  Philo  too  (cf.  Mos  2.26,205,  Spec  1.7,53).  There  he  explains 
with  several  points  which  Goldenberg  (1997:  385;  1998:  68-69)  summarises  as  follows:  (1)  The  name  `God' 
should  never  be  taken  lightly,  even  where  it  is  wrongly  applied  (Mos  2.203-5);  (2)  Praise  is  always  better 
than  attack  (QE  2.5);  (3)  Religious  polemic  leads  to  social  violence  and  should  therefore  be  avoided  (also 
QE);  and  (4)  Mockery  of  idols  can  provoke  blasphemy  against  the  true  God,  while  respect  towards  idols 
can  elicit  praise  of  the  true  God  (Spec  1.53).  However,  the  ridicule  and  vehement  attack  on  idolatry  and 
other  Gods  by  both  of  these  Jews  show  they  only  pay  lip  service  to  this  point. 110 
central  themes  of  the  Jewish  law.  106  They  serve  as  the  perspective  from  which 
Josephus  carries  out  his  apologetics. 
3.4.2  Josephus'  account  of  the  Midianite  women  (Ant  4.126-30,137ff) 
Josephus'  account  of  Israelites'  sexual  and  religious  liaison  with  the  Midianite 
women  is  an  expansion  of  Num  25.  It  reflects  an  important  purpose,  107  and  sheds  light 
on  Josephus'  attitude  towards  the  Gentile  Gods. 
In  Ant  4.126ff,  Balaam  is  recorded  to  provide  advice  to  king  Balak  of  Midian 
on  how  he  may  overcome  the  Israelites.  108  The  method  appears  relatively  simple.  The 
king  should  send  attractive  Midianite  women  to  befriend  Israelite  men  (Ant  4.129), 
charming  and  luring  them  with  their  beauty  until  they  are  `overmastered  by  their 
passion'  (Ant  4.130).  109  The  women  should  then  withdraw  from  the  Israelites,  laying 
down  the  condition  that  the  Israelites  should  `renounce  the  laws  of  their  fathers'  and 
their  God  and  `worship  the  Gods  of  the  Midianites  and  Moabites'  (Ant  4.130),  if  the 
Israelite  youths  wished  to  continue  their  liaison  with  the  women. 
This  advice  of  Balaam  is  not  found  in  the  Bible.  In  Num  25.1-2,  no  such 
strategy  is  in  view.  Josephus  apparently  offers  an  explanation  of  the  Israelites' 
behaviour  so  as  to  shift  the  blame  onto  the  Midianite  women.  The  king  followed 
Balaam's  advice  and  the  Midianite  women  succeeded  in  their  plan  (131-36).  The 
106  Thus,  Bilde  1988:  182  demonstrates  that  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  and  of  the  temple  became  the  essential 
theme  in  Bell.  Similarly,  in  Ant  and  CAp,  the  themes  seem  to  be  the  Jewish  religion  and  the  Jewish 
people. 
107  Cf.  Ant  1.17  where  Josephus  says  that  he  will  set  out  the  details  of  what  is  written  in  the  Scriptures, 
neither  adding  to  nor  omitting  any  of  it.  But,  as  Feldman  1984:  788  correctly  remarks,  `Anyone  who  takes 
the  trouble,...,  to  read  even  a  small  portion  of  Josephus'  narrative  will  immediately  see  how  false  Josephus 
has  been  to  his  pledge'.  Indeed,  Josephus'  account  of  the  Midianite  women  represents  one  such  example. 
108  Feldman  2000:  376  points  out  that  in  Philo  (Virt  7.34-35)  the  advice  comes  from  the  Midianites  rather 
than  from  Balaam.  Who  was  the  originator  of  the  advice  is  not  as  important  as  the  point  of  the  story.  Thus, 
although  van  Unnik  1974:  245-46  rightly  observes  that  Josephus  expands  much  more  on  the  seduction  of 
the  Israelite  youths  by  the  women,  but  deals  only  briefly  with  the  Phinehas  story,  the  latter  in  no  way  is  less 
important  as  Josephus  holds  him  up  as  a  paragon  of  a  law-abiding  Jew.  See  further  discussion  below. 
109  Cf.  Philo  (Mos I.  54.296-99;  Virt  7.34-40)  for  a  similar  expansion  of  the  seduction  story. 111 
address  of  the  Midianite  women  is  worth  examining,  as  well  as  the  Israelites' 
behaviour. 
The  Israelites  are  said  to  have  customs  and  a  way  of  life  which  are  alien  to  all 
(6A,  %O'tptp6tia't(X).  And  this  is  seen  in  their  food  and  drink.  What  is  noteworthy  is 
that  Josephus  attributes  to  the  Midianite  women  the  description  of  the  Israelites'  food 
as  peculiar  (i&to  tpdmo  uS)  and  their  drink  as  `not  common'  (µrj  xotvd)  (Ant 
4.137),  '  10  thus  suggesting  that  the  Jewish  way  of  life  is  generally  perceived  to  be 
distinct  and  unique  by  the  Gentiles. 
The  Midianite  women's  condition  for  the  Israelites  and  the  latter's 
unconditional  declaration  to  worship  the  women's  God  (cf.  Ant  4.137)  may  suggest 
that  Josephus  wants  to  press  home  the  point  that  the  surrounding  pagan  world  poses  a 
threat  to  the  Jewish  faith,  custom  and  way  of  life.  It  is  thus  a  possible  warning  to  the 
Jews  of  his  time. 
This  is  seen  in  Josephus  making  the  women  the  main  blameworthy  party  for 
the  Israelites'  failure  to  keep  their  faith  and  customs.  The  host  people  (i.  e.  the 
Midianites)  are  turned  into  `alien'  people  and  we  get  the  impression  that  these  `aliens' 
and  their  customs  and  Gods  are  bad  because  they  lead  young  men  (i.  e.  Israelite  youths) 
astray.  In  this  way,  what  goes  against  the  notion  of  the  one  God  and  the  Jewish  race  is 
being  criticised.  But  the  Israelite  youths  are  equally  wrong,  and  in  a  more  fundamental 
way  because  they  have  transgressed  the  laws  of  their  fathers  (it  xpýß'qaav  cd 
itoitipt(x,  Ant  4.139).  The  word  Ttapa(3aivco  in  this  context  means  `to  pass  beside', 
`to  go  beyond',  `to  overstep'  and  `to  transgress',  thus  suggesting  that  the  Israelites 
have  passed  by  the  side  of  their  ancestors,  or  they  have  gone  beyond  and  overstepped 
110  Such  a  description  of  the  Israelites'  lifestyle  and  custom  has  to  come  from  non-Israelites  as  Josephus 
would  not  like  it  to  come  from  the  people  of  God. 
111  van  Unnik  1974:  261. 112 
their  ancestors.  They  now  believe  that  there  are  Gods  (Ant  4.139).  It  is  a  gradual 
process:  from  mental  acceptance  of  the  plurality  of  Gods  to  crossing  cultural  and 
religious  barriers  of  worshipping  other  Gods  to  partaking  of  strange  meats  (Ant 
4.139).  ä2 
Thus  the  Israelites  are  accused  of  contradicting  their  law  (ö  vöµog  airs  i3v 
K  Xcuc  Ttotoi)Vice  SLEGýouv,  Ant.  4.139).  The  combination  of  tiovvc  ixtiov  and 
&s't6Xoov  forms  a  sharp  critique  of  the  Israelites'  behaviour:  they  incessantly 
opposed  that  which  their  law  commanded.  This  is  described  as  `lawlessness'  or 
`transgression  of  the  law'  (ltapavoµiav)  and  a  `sedition'  (a'tc&  tv),  which  leads  to 
the  ultimate  danger  of  complete  destruction  of  the  Israelites'  institutions  (Ant  4.140).  1  13 
In  other  words,  it  is  `unfaithfulness'  to  the  Jewish  ancestral  tradition,  which  is  what  our 
first  definition  of  idolatry  means. 
Although  Moses's  response  appears  mild  (Ant  4.141-44),  '  14  Josephus  reveals 
his  perception  of  the  Israelites  when  he  says  Moses  advised  them  to  mend  their  ways, 
not  to  violate  the  laws  but  resist  their  passion  (Ant  4.143).!  15  And  their  liaison  is 
112  kevtxoi  means  'foreign',  `alien'.  Does  it  mean  those  meats  were  idol-meats?  It  is  possible  that  the 
meats  were  non-sacrificial  meats  brought  to  the  party  by  the  Midianite  women.  However,  since  the  phrase 
follows  immediately  the  description  of  the  Israelites  making  sacrifices  to  the  Gods,  it  is  more  likely  that 
they  were  meats  taken  from  the  sacrificial  table. 
113  van  Unnik  1974:  251  observes  the  parallel  in  King  Solomon  (1  Kgs  11)  and  the  striking  similarity  in 
terminology  between  the  two  events.  Thus,  he  rightly  comments  that  `(Great)  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact 
that  this  is  a  transgression  of  the  Mosaic  Law,  the  specific  Law  of  the  Jews  that  had  strongly  warned 
against  such  practices'.  Feldman  2000:  380  argues  that  Zimri's  open  challenge  to  not  only  Moses  but 
Judaism's  refusal  to  'open  itself  to  other  religious  views'  explains  why  Josephus  regards  his  (Zimri's) 
rebellion  as  much  worse  than  that  of  Korah  which  he  refers  to  in  Ant  4.12. 
114  Feldman  2000:  381  observes  the  difference  between  Josephus'  description  here  and  that  found  in  Num. 
25.  In  Num  God  instructs  Moses  to  execute  the  chiefs  of  the  people.  But  here  in  Ant  Josephus'  Moses 
'takes  away  the  initiative  from  God'  and  shows  much  patience  and  restraint. 
115  Feldman  2000:  381  is  of  the  opinion  that  Moses'  speech  `in  effect  equates  moderation  with  obedience  to 
authority',  a  concept  of  obedience  (ltetOoi,  Ant  6.160)  which  Josephus  seems  to  try  and  convey,  as  also 
seen  in  his  enumeration  of  `his  own  canon  of  the  cardinal  virtues'.  This  could  explain  why  Moses  appears 
mild,  patient  and  restrained:  a  reflection  of  a  God  who  is  patient  and  restrained,  unless  the  people  persist  in 
breaking  the  law. 113 
described  as  a  `drunken  riot'  (tapow  iv,  Ant  4.144).  1  16 
What  is  interesting  is  that  unlike  Num  25,  Moses  does  not  order  the  execution 
of  the  Israelite  youths.  But  Josephus  changes  the  story  by  making  Phinehas  take  the 
law  into  his  own  hand  and  kill  Zambrias  and  his  wife  (Ant  4.152-53).  '  17  Thus 
Phinehas'  act  in  killing  Zambrias  appears  to  be  self-motivated.  This  helps  to  indicate 
that  idolaters  deserve  the  worst  form  of  punishment,  which  requires  no  legitimation  by 
Moses.  For  the  crime  itself  and  the  motivation  of  Phinehas  are  sufficient  for  the  act.  118 
Josephus'  emphasis  on  the  temptation  and  the  dire  consequences  of  succumbing  to  it  is 
obvious  (Ant  4.140).  19 
By  making  such  a  connection  between  Num  25  and  the  temptations  of  the 
Graeco-Roman  world,  Josephus  points  to  the  `tempters'  and  their  `temptations'  as 
leading  to  idolatry.  Thus,  Greek  religion  and  Egyptian  type  of  worship  will  receive  a 
sharp  critique  later  (cf.  CAp  2.239-49).  But,  at  the  same  time,  Phinehas  is  held  up  as  a 
model  of  a  law-abiding  and  law-upholding  Jew  after  whom  Jews,  indeed  the  rest  of  the 
Israelites,  ought  to  pattern  their  lives  (cf.  Ant  4.154). 
116  Cf.  van  Unnik  1974:  253  where  he  shows  that  such  a  method  of  resolving  internal  strife  is  often  found  in 
the  works  of  Greek  historians. 
1  17  Feldman  2000:  3  84  makes  the  unlikely  suggestion  that  Josephus  was  strongly  opposed  to  zealotry  that 
he  omits  the  reward  of  a  covenant  of  peace  as  recorded  in  Num  25.10-13,  even  though  he  also  concedes 
that  Josephus  does  praise  Phinehas  in  general.  A  careful  reading  of  Ant  4.152-54  shows  that  although 
Josephus  devotes  much  less  space  to  Phinehas,  the  description  of  him  is  positive  throughout. 
118  In  Ant  4.152,  Josephus  states  that  the  action  is  to  prevent  `the  lawlessness  from  going  further  if  those 
who  started  it  were  not  punished',  and  in  4.154,  he  further  describes  those  others  who  followed  Phinehas  as 
claiming  for  virtue  and  striving  for  honour  (4tkOKOA  iv,  `to  love  the  beautiful',  Feldman  2000:  384). 
Thackeray's  suggestion  that  Josephus  owes  this  idea  to  Thucydides  who  coined  the  phrase:  of  äpctfS  tit 
µetiaatotovµsvot,  is  not  convincing  as  Josephus  further  describes  the  action  of  the  rest  of  the  men  as 
brave  and  that  many  of  the  transgressors  died  as  a  result. 
119  Cf.  van  Unnik  1974:  252. 114 
3.4.3  Contra  Apionem  (2.66-67,80-81,239-54,73-77)  120 
In  Contra  Apionem,  Josephus  sets  out  to  refute  Apion's  various  charges  against 
the  Jews.  One  of  these  charges  revolves  around  the  Alexandrian  citizenship  of  the 
Jews.  And  in  C  . 4p  2.66,  Apion  is  said  to  have  challenged  the  Jews'  Alexandrian 
citizenship  by  asking  why  the  Jews  do  not  worship  the  same  Gods  as  the  Alexandrians. 
Josephus  replies  with  two  basic  points.  The  first  is  the  critique  of  the  Egyptian 
animal  worship.  He  criticises  the  Egyptian  Gods  as  but  animals  hostile  to  humanity. 
And  the  Egyptians  themselves  have  no  settled  opinion  about  their  own  religion  (C  ,  4p 
2.66).  There  is  therefore  no  reason  for  the  Jews  to  worship  the  Egyptian  Gods. 
The  second  point  is  the  ethnic  origin  of  the  Jews.  Josephus  reasons  that  the 
Jews  are  one  `single  and  united'  race  who  are  loyal  to  their  religious  laws  (cf.  Ant 
4.201). 
Later,  in  defence  of  the  sanctity  of  the  temple  against  the  allegation  that  the 
Jews  worship  a  golden  head  of  an  ass  (CAp  2.80),  121  Josephus  counters  that  it  is  at  the 
very  least  not  worse  than  the  animals  which  the  Egyptians  worship  as  Gods  (C  Ap 
2.81).  His  counter-argument  seems  to  aim  at  silencing  the  critics  of  the  Jews,  since  the 
golden  head  of  an  ass  is  apparently  one  of  the  most  despicable  things  to  the 
Egyptians.  122  Thus,  Josephus  turns  the  critique  of  the  golden  ass  into  a  critique  of 
120  As  our  main  objective  is  to  examine  Josephus'  critique  of  idolatry  and  his  grounds  for  doing  so,  the 
methods  and  rhetorical  skill  of  Josephus  are  therefore  not  our  concern  here.  For  a  study  of  the  polemic  and 
apologetic  methods  of  Josephus  in  CAp,  see  Kasher  1996:  143-86;  cf.  Bilde  1988:  112-21  where  he  also 
proposes  the  disposition  of  CAp  (117).  See  particularly  the  recent  essay  of  Barclay  1998:  194-221  where 
he  carefully  analyses  Josephus'  argument  against  Apion. 
121  Different  versions  have  been  put  forward.  One  version  says  it  is  a  golden  ass  head  (CAp  2.112-14,  a 
version  reported  by  Mnaseas  of  Patara,  quoted  by  Apion  and  here  preserved  by  Josephus);  another  says  it 
is  a  statue  of  Moses  seated  on  an  ass,  holding  a  book  in  his  hands  (Posidonius  XXX!  V/XXXV.  1.3);  yet  one 
other  version  says  it  is  an  entire  ass,  not  just  the  head  (Tacitus,  Histories,  V.  4.2,1'  century  CE,  cf.  Plutarch, 
Quaest  conviv.  IV.  5.3),  see  Bar-Kochva  1996:  31  Off  for  the  origins  and  development  of  the  slander;  cf. 
Feldman  1993:  499-501  who  provides  a  truncated  account  of  the  theory. 
122  Cf.  Feldman  1993:  145  who  mistakenly  points  out  that  Apion's  charge  appeared  inconsistent  since  the 
Egyptians  themselves  worshipped  animals  as  Gods,  as  such  he  is  inconsistent  that  he  should  object  when 
others  did  likewise.  For  the  Egyptians  never  worshipped  an  ass.  Josephus  is  perhaps  merely  being 
rhetorical  here. 115 
Egyptian  animal  worship,  and  with  a  counter  claim  that  the  Jews  have  the  `purest  type 
of  religion'  (C  Ap  2.82),  123  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  Antiochus  Epiphanes  and 
others  did  not  find  an  ass's  head  when  they  invaded  the  temple  (CAp  2.830.124 
Josephus  further  criticises  the  Egyptians  for  ascribing  to  crocodiles  and  asps 
honour  and  virtue  (CAp  2.86).  125  For  example,  the  Egyptians  regard  the  bite  of  a 
snake  or  the  attack  of  a  crocodile  as  a  reflection  of  one's  worth  before  God.  This, 
Josephus  argues,  shows  the  Egyptians  lack  sense  and  their  animal  worship  to  be 
unreasonable,  while  their  Gods'  blessing,  instead  of  bringing  good,  brings  pain. 
Josephus  exploits  further  the  idea  of  pain  brought  about  by  snake  bites  by 
suggesting  that  the  adoption  of  Egyptian  customs  would  lead  to  the  annihilation  of  all 
humanity  as  all  the  wild  beasts  would  have  overrun  the  earth  since  they  believe  the 
animals  are  Gods,  Gods  who  fail  to  create  or  protect,  but  only  bring  disaster  (C  Ap 
2.139).  By  such  a  critique,  Josephus  denigrates  the  Egyptian  customs  and  criticises  the 
Egyptian  animal  worship  for  being  potentially  destructive. 
As  part  of  his  argument  against  his  accusers,  Josephus  downplays  the 
significance  of  the  Greek  religions  by  arguing  that  the  advocates  of  the  Greek  religions 
have  been  censured  by  their  admired  sages  (CAp  2.239).  For  they  go  about 
representing  the  Gods  according  to  their  own  choice:  äpfto  jEv  btößoug  dv 
ahoi  OcXljacwaty  änoýatv%Luot  (CAp  2.240).  126  The  term  äno#atvw  is 
123  Cf.  CAp  2.83-85  when  Josephus  cites  several  historians  as  well as  conquerors  who  agreed  with  this 
particular  aspect  of  the  Jewish  religion. 
124  It  was  in  fact  Antiochus,  according  to  Apion,  who  found  an  ass's  head  in  the  temple  when  the  former 
invaded  it.  Josephus'  argument  seems  to  depend  on  the  various  emperors  who  occupied  the  temple  (CAp 
2.82-83)  but  found  no  ass's  head.  Antiochus'  finding  in  fact  revealed  that  there  was  not  an  ass's  head. 
Apion's  source,  according  to  Josephus,  is  dubious  (C  Ap  2.82). 
125  See  similar  critique  above  in  Wis  15.18-19;  and  Philo,  Decal  76-80. 
126  Although  the  Greeks  do  not  worship  animals  like  the  Egyptians,  the  Gods  they  worship  represent 
various  human  aspirations  by  the  functions  they  perform.  Ferguson  1993:  143  provides  a  table  of  the 
various  Greek  Gods'  names,  their  functions  and  their  Roman  names  (or  counterparts).  Cf.  Price  1999:  1- 
46. 116 
interesting  as  it  carries  the  meaning  of  representing  and  displaying.  Josephus  thus 
makes  the  proponents  of  Greek  religion  out  to  turn  their  Gods  into  a  display!  He  uses 
terms  such  as  ek  dXX,  Xcwv...  yytvo  .t  vows  and  itavtiotou;  to  describe  the  Greek 
Gods  as  giving  birth  to  or  being  the  cause  of  one  another  and  so  give  the  impression  of 
disorderliness  and  confusion.  127 
Further,  he  compares  the  Greek  Gods  to  animals  (düaitcp  'twv  ýo3cov  cd 
y6vrl,  C  Ap  2.240),  even  though  the  Greeks  do  not  worship  animals.  But  because 
Josephus  claims  that  the  Greeks  assigned  to  their  Gods  different  localities  and  habits 
like  the  different  species  of  animals,  he  lumps  them  together  with  the  Egyptian  animal 
worship  and  so  levels  a  sharp  critique  against  the  Greek  religions! 
The  critique  of  the  Greek  religions  intensifies  with  a  critique  of  Zeus,  whom 
Josephus  accuses  of  being  a  `tyrant  and  despot'  ('tvpavvov...  S£ß1t&tT  v,  CAp 
2.24  1).  128  Zeus  and  his  family  are  in  animosity  against  each  other.  Even  the  Greek 
intellectuals  censure  and  ridicule  the  Gods  (C  Ap  2.242)  because  they  are  limited  in 
power.  Further,  they  are  ever  quarrelling  and  fighting  against  each  other,  inflicting 
wounds  on  each  other  and  sometimes  being  harmed  by  humans!  Such  description  of 
the  Gods  shows  that  the  qualities  and  nature  of  the  Gods  are  very  much  the  human 
projection  of  their  own  world.  Thus  it  constitutes  a  powerful  critique  of  the  Greek 
religions  as  being  little  different  from  the  human  world. 
In  C  Ap  2.244,  Josephus  shifts  his  criticism  to  a  moral  one:  the  sexual 
behaviour  of  the  Gods.  First  of  all,  the  `noblest'  (b  ypvv(xtdtiatioq)  and  `chief 
(irpw'tog)  of  all  the  Greek  Gods  appears  like  a  sex  maniac  who  goes  around  seducing 
121  See,  however,  Grant  1986:  54-71  who  gives  a  systematic  exposition  of  most  of  the  Gods,  their  functions 
and  deeds.  Cf.  MacMullen  1981:  1-18. 
128  A  `tyrant'  and  'despot'  are  terms  used  for  a  dictator,  one  who  oppresses,  exploits,  controls,  even  kills 
his  subjects.  Kindness  and  benevolence  are  never  associated  with  a  'tyrant'  and  a  'despot',  nor  is  freedom. 117 
and  impregnating  women  only  to  leave  them  dead  (C  Ap  2.245).  Thus,  Josephus 
makes  the  chief  Greek  God  out  to  be  morally  weak.  Further,  the  `chief  is  incapable  of 
providing  salvation,  but  is  emotionally  unstable,  as  he  is  unable  to  restrain  his  tears. 
Sarcastically,  Josephus  refers  to  these  as  `fine  doings'  (xaX  d,  CAp  2.246). 
In  a  similar  vein,  he  scornfully  hurls  insults  at  the  legendary  tale  about 
adultery  in  heaven  with  the  Gods  standing  by  as  envious  spectators  (CAp  2.246).  The 
eldest  of  these  Gods,  who  is  the  king  among  them  (b  ßaßtXEÜS),  could  not  control 
his  passion  for  his  consort  (tirjv  'yuvaiic(x)  that  he  had  to  quickly  retreat  into  his  own 
chamber!  By  highlighting  the  moral  (or `immoral')  activity  of  the  Greek  Gods, 
Josephus  shows  them  to  be  morally  base.  129 
As  mentioned,  Josephus  claims  that  the  Greek  intellectuals  similarly 
disapprove  of  their  own  religion  (cf.  C  Ap  2.242).  For  the  Greek  religion  is  considered 
`irregular'  (dvcoµa?  (xS)  and  `erroneous'  (7t,  %TjµµeXEt(xg),  the  meanings  of  which 
suggest  inconsistency,  `mistake',  and  `error',  thus  indicating  the  falsehood  of  the 
Greek  religion.  Josephus  offers  four  reasons.  First  is  the  ignorance  of  the  true  nature 
of  God  on  the  part  of  the  Greek  law-makers.  Second  is  the  failure  of  these  law-makers 
to  formulate  correct  knowledge  (C  Ap  2.250).  Third  is  the  frivolous  attitude  the  law- 
makers  adopt  towards  religion  by  allowing  poets  to  introduce  Gods  according  to  their 
own  choice,  on  the  basis  of  their  passions,  and  letting  orators  decide  the  names  of 
various  foreign  Godson  the  register  (C  Ap  2.25  1).  People  have  tremendous  freedom 
to  introduce  new  Gods,  based  on  all  the  human  passions  (moivtia  t(X'axov'tas),  and 
according  to  convenience  (rdv  eitt'cijöctov).  Fourth  is  the  great  licence  granted  to 
129  In  addition  to  these  sexually  immoral  Gods,  Josephus  highlights  the  fact  that  other  Gods  are  enslaved  to 
humanity.  For  example,  the  Gods  are  hired  as  'builders'  (olKo6oµovvtes),  `shepherds' 
(7totµ(xtvovtiEs),  with  some  imprisoned  Iike  criminals  (CAp  2.247;  cf.  Homer,  Iliad  21.442-45,4480. 
This  is  further  strengthened  by  the  criticism  that  worshippers  of  these  deities  seek  after  their  own  benefits 
and  advantages  (cf.  C  Ap  2.249). 118 
idol-makers  to  design  and  make  their  own  Gods  (CAp  2.252).  130  Josephus'  conclusion 
on  these  Gods  is  even  more  critical:  some  have  grown  old  who  once  flourished,  while 
new  ones  are  continually  introduced  as  objects  of  worship  (CAp  2.254).  131  The  human 
will  (ßouXij)  seems  to  play  the  central  role  in  determining  the  status  and  fate  of  the 
Gods,  who  have  no  will  of  their  own. 
What  about  the  Jews?  What  is  the  difference  between  the  Jewish  religion  and 
the  pagan  ones?  One  of  the  questions  raised  by  Apion  in  his  charge  against  the  Jews  is 
the  latter's  refusal  to  erect  statues  of  the  emperors.  This  is  the  charge  against  which 
Josephus  argues  in  CAp  2.73-77.  Josephus'  explanation  is  two-pronged.  On  the  one 
hand,  he  argues,  the  Romans  do  not  require  their  subjects  to  violate  their  national  laws 
and  would  be  content  to  receive  honours  which  the  subjects'  national  laws  so  far  allow 
(CAp  2.73-74). 
On  the  other  hand,  Moses  does  not  forbid  honours  paid  to  the  Roman  authority 
but  only  prohibits  the  physical  representation  of  God  in  images  and  the  making  of 
images  of  animals.  And  he  offers  two  reasons  for  the  ban:  (1)  it  is  profitable  neither  to 
God  nor  to  humanity;  (2)  God  is  not  a  creature  (CAp  2.75-76).  Thus,  the  Jewish 
religion  differs  from  the  Greeks'.  Further,  the  Greeks'  homage  to  their  emperors  is  but 
an  extension  of  their  normal  religious  practice,  which  is  insincere.  In  contrast,  the 
Jews  pay  homage  to  the  emperors  because  Moses  never  forbids  it  (CAp  2.77). 
Accordingly,  the  Jews  offer  perpetual  sacrifices  on  behalf  of  the  emperor  and  worthy 
people,  but  not  to  them.  In  addition,  their  honour  to  the  emperors  is  secondary  to  that 
130  This  resembles  the  critique  of  Isa  44.9-17  save  the  difference  in  Josephus'  brevity.  Cf.  Philo's  Decal 
52-80,  Contempl3-8,  Wis  13-15. 
"'  The  same  applies  to  their  temples:  some  have  become  desolate,  probably  having  gone  out  of  fashion, 
while  new  temples  are  built,  'according  to  individual  caprice'  (xoetoi  Ti  v  'tä3v  dvOpuSIEwv  (3oi»  gcty 
KWY  tos).  The  criticism  here  is  levelled  against  the  Gods,  their  temples,  and  their  worshippers  who  are 
fickle  and  fashionable. 119 
which  they  render  to  God.  Thus,  a  line  is  carefully  drawn  between  honouring  the 
emperor  and  worshipping  God. 
Josephus'  defence  against  the  charge  that  the  Jews  do  not  erect  statues  of  the 
emperors  thus  revolves  around  the  superiority  and  prominence  of  the  Jewish  law.  He 
shows  that  even  the  Roman  authorities  recognise  their  laws.  Such  a  defence  is 
twofold:  (1)  it  is  a  declaration  of  the  faithfulness  of  the  Jews  in  keeping  their  ancestral 
laws  and  tradition;  and  (2)  it  is  a  rejection  of  the  Greeks'  insincerity  and  a  ridicule  of 
the  commonness  of  their  worship. 
Conclusion 
The  above  discussion  shows  a  twin  purpose  in  Josephus'  critique  of  idolatry: 
(1)  that  of  warning  the  Jews  against  `unfaithfulness'  to  the  Jewish  ancestral  tradition; 
and  (2)  that  of  promoting  the  Jewish  nation  and  thus  of  persuading  non-Jews  about  the 
purity  and  goodness  of  Judaism.  132  It  is  therefore  not  surprising  that  Josephus  holds 
strongly  to  the  Jewish  notion  of  monotheism.  133  And  his  emphasis  on  the  `one  God', 
`one  temple',  and  `one  holy  city'  enables  us  to  see  why  he  critiques  the  Greek  religion 
and  the  Egyptian  animal  worship.  Thus,  for  Josephus,  the  surrounding  Graeco-Roman 
world  poses  a  threat  to  the  Jewish  identity  and  way  of  life.  This  is  seen  in  his  use  of 
the  Num.  25  incident,  in  which  he  seems  to  adopt  a  particular  stance  towards  idolatry, 
which  can  be  explained  by  the  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two. 
The  particular  aspect  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  which  Josephus  seems  to 
emphasise  is  that  which  defines  idolatry  as  an  act  contrary  to  the  Jewish  ancestral 
tradition.  In  his  use  of  the  Num  25  story,  Josephus  repeatedly  refers  to  the  Israelite 
"Z  For  example,  throughout  his  defence  against  the  charges  of  Apion  and  other  opponents,  Josephus 
demonstrates  an  attitude  towards  the  pagan  customs  and  religions  that  is  basically  negative.  And  while 
he  would  prefer  not  to  digress  to  the  investigation  of  other  peoples'  Gods  and  religious  traditions  (CAp 
2.237),  he  would  put  up  an  aggressive  defence  in  order  to  maintain  the  superiority  and  purity  of  the 
Jewish  faith  and  the  Jewish  people  as  a  race. 
133  Cf.  Hurtado  1998:  9-14. 120 
youths  as  having  `transgressed'  the  law  and  violated  the  ancestral  customs.  In  other 
words,  idolatry  is  to  Josephus  an  act  of  `unfaithfulness',  which  is  the  first  category  of 
definition  set  out  by  Halbertal  and  Margalit.  The  flip  side  of  this  definition  is  the 
worship  of  `alien'  Gods.  In  the  case  of  Num  25,  the  people  are  said  to  have  turned  to 
the  Gods  of  the  Midianites,  which  are  `alien'. 
While  the  discussion  of  Phinehas  is  not  as  extensive  as  that  of  the  Israelites' 
idolatry,  Josephus  appears  to  approve  of  Phinehas'  act.  Three  points  may  be  said 
about  Phinehas'  act:  (1)  death  will  be  the  rightful  destiny  for  those  who  apostatise;  (2) 
the  annihilation  of  the  law-breakers  (or  the  `unfaithful')  is  a  legitimate  act;  and  (3) 
Phinehas'  act  is  a  model  for  all  law-abiding  Jews.  But  why  does  Josephus  view 
Phinehas  in  this  way?  The  answer  lies  in  his  view  of  the  law.  Throughout,  Josephus 
seems  to  view  the  law  as  the  regulator  of  the  covenant  relationship  between  the  true 
God  and  the  Jews.  134  This  leads  us  to  the  next  area  of  emphasis:  the  law  and  the  true 
God. 
Throughout  his  critique  of  idolatry  and  the  Greek  religions,  Josephus  shows 
that  he  holds  a  universal  conception  of  God  as  the  ruler  of  the  universe  (C  . 4p  2.185). 
Thus,  for  Josephus,  the  God  of  the  Jews  is  the  only  true  God  whose  laws  are  those  of 
the  universe  (Ant  1.20),  135  thus  all  other  religions  are  false,  hence  the  critique.  From 
the  above,  we  see  Josephus  emphasise  the  universal  application  of  the  Jewish  law  by 
extending  it  even  to  the  Gentiles  and  their  religions.  '36 
134  See  Spilsbury  1998:  172-91,  who  shows  that  the  relationship  between  God  and  Israel  is  a  covenantal  one 
but  best  understood  through  the  patron-client  model  of  relationships:  God  provides  Israelites  numerous 
benefactions,  of  which  the  law  is  the  greatest.  Israel's  response  should  be  wholehearted  gratitude  to  God 
and  obedience  and  loyalty  to  the  law. 
135  Thus,  Mason  1998:  85  ably  argues,  `...  Moses  treated  the  constitution  of  the  universe  before  framing  his 
law,  just  so  that  his  laws  alone  would  be  seen  to  be  based  upon  universal  truths,  the  laws  of  nature'.  Cf.  C 
Ap  2.167,190,  where  God's  sole  rulership  is  embodied  in  the  first  commandment,  which  thus  serves  as  his 
basis  for  critically  attacking  and  rejecting  idolatry. 
196  Cf.  Mason  1998:  87-90  who  argues  that  Josephus  is  offering  the  Jewish  law  as  an  alternative 
philosophical  system  to  his  Gentile  audience. 121 
3.5  Joseph  and  Aseneth  137 
According  to  Gen  41.45,  Pharaoh  gave  Asenath,  the  daughter  of  Potiphera, 
priest  of  On,  to  Joseph  as  his  wife.  The  biblical  account  is  silent  about  how  the  couple 
met  and  how  Joseph,  a  Hebrew,  would  end  up  marrying  the  daughter  of  a  pagan  priest. 
In  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  however,  we  have  a  detailed  account  of  the  couple's  encounter 
in  which  Joseph  is  described  as  a  powerful  man  of  God  while  Aseneth  is  described  in 
less  positive  terms,  not  least  her  religious  belief  and  practices.  13  8  The  story  reveals  that 
the  couple  were  eventually  married,  a  result  of  Aseneth's  stunning  confrontation  by 
Joseph  concerning  the  former's  idolatrous  sin  and  of  divine  intervention  leading  to 
Aseneth's  conversion. 
While  the  text  may  be  a  demonstration  of  the  use  of  the  Hellenistic  form  by  the 
author  to  carry  out  an  attack  on  Hellenistic  religions,  139  the  particular  aspect  of  attack 
on  idolatry  calls  for  a  more  careful  and  closer  scrutiny.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
idolatry  seems  to  be  the  barrier  between  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  and  indeed  the  deciding 
factor  that  caused  Joseph  to  keep  his  distance  from  Aseneth,  triggered  Aseneth's 
repentance,  and  eventually  brought  the  two  together. 
Although  it  has  been  suggested  that  Joseph  and  Aseneth  is  the  work  of  a 
Christian  redactor,  140  the  story  underlying  it  is  clearly  Jewish.  141  Whatever  the  case, 
"'  The  question  whether  the  longer  or  the  shorter  recension  is  the  priority  remains  unresolved.  Kraemer 
1998:  50-58  and  1999:  234-65,  has  tried  to  argue  for  the  priority  of  the  shorter  version.  Collins  2000:  104 
has  rightly  argued  that  her  (Kraemer's)  case  has  not  been  fully  worked  through.  Burchard's  reconstruction 
of  the  longer  recension  will  be  followed  here. 
138  Schürer  111.546  states  that  Joseph  andAseneth  `is  a  romantic  love  story  in  which  the  author  has  put  a 
midrashic  elaboration  of  Genesis  41.45,50-52  and  46.20  into  the  form  of  a  Hellenistic  romance'.  For  a 
thorough  review  of  scholarly  work  on  such  questions  as  language,  date,  provenance,  genre,  message,  and 
audience  of  the  story,  see  Chesnutt  1995:  20-93.  On  Joseph  andAseneth  as  a  `recycling'  of  Aseneth,  see 
Kraemer  1999:  234-65. 
139  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  204. 
140  Collins'2000:  104,  and  also  his  nn190-91. 
141  See  Schürer  111.549;  Gruen  1998:  92-93;  and  Collins  2000:  104-5  who  argues  that  the  Jewish  provenance 
of  Joseph  and  Aseneth  has  stronger  basis;  cf.  also  Tromp  1999:  266-71. 122 
our  concern  here  is  with  idolatry,  and  the  figure  of  Joseph  and  the  issue  of  idolatry 
provide  sufficient  grounds  for  viewing  this  story  as  Jewish.  The  story  serves  as  a  good 
example  of  the  practice  of  idolatry,  of  religious  attacks  by  the  monotheistic  Joseph,  and 
reveals  the  attitude  of  the  author  towards  idolatry  and  the  reasons  for  Joseph's  attack. 
We  will  begin  with  a  sketch  of  the  story. 
3.5.1  The  story:  a  sketch142 
The  story  begins  with  the  dispatch  of  Joseph  to  gather  grain.  He  comes  to  the 
territory  of  Heliopolis  and  requests  accommodation  at  the  house  of  Pentephres  (3.1-3), 
who  has  a  virgin  daughter  named  Aseneth  whose  beauty  is  unsurpassed  (1.4). 
However,  she  despises  and  scorns  every  man  due  to  her  arrogance  (2.1).  Upon 
receiving  news  of  Joseph's  impending  arrival,  her  father  Pentephres  makes  the 
proposal  to  Aseneth  to  marry  her  to  Joseph  (4.7-8),  which  she  quickly  rejects  (4.9-11). 
She  flees  her  parents'  presence  in  order  to  avoid  meeting  Joseph  (5.1-2).  In  a  subtle 
twist  of  the  story,  the  author  creates  the  opportunity  for  both  to  meet:  Joseph  looking 
up  and  so  seeing  Aseneth  (7.2),  who  was  looking  down  from  a  large  window.  With 
some  elaborate  explanation,  the  two  are  willing  to  meet  each  other.  However, 
Aseneth's  greeting  of  a  kiss  is  rejected  by  Joseph,  who  sees  a  distinction  between 
himself,  a  man  who  worships  God,  and  Aseneth,  an  `alien'  woman  who  is  idolatrous 
8.5).  143 
Aseneth  is  totally  devastated  despite  Joseph's  blessing  (8.8-9).  Utterly  shaken 
and  feeling  desperately  rejected,  Aseneth  discards  all  her  idols  and  spends  the  next 
142  Cf.  Gruen  1998:  89-92  who  provides  a  longer  summary  of  the  story  than  what  is  given  below. 
143  This  has  been  described  by  Boccaccini  1991:  254  as  the  'irreconcilability  of  Jews  and  Gentiles',  the  only 
road  to  a  possible  relationship  between  Joseph  and  Aseneth  is  the  latter's  conversion.  This  is  a  very 
powerful  way  in  which  the  author  shows  idolatry  to  be  negative  and  how  giving  up  an  idolatrous  lifestyle 
can  lead  to  a  relationship  with  a  'man'  who  is  also  described  as  'son  of  God'. 123 
seven  days  in  tearful  fasting,  repenting  of  her  idolatry  and  sin  (10-13).  144  At  the  end  of 
the  fast,  a  heavenly  being  descends  and  instructs  heron  what  she  should  do  (14.1-15). 
This  is  followed  by  the  angel's  announcement  of  her  acceptance  to  God  and  her 
marriage  to  Joseph  (15.2b-6).  Her  conversion  from  Egyptian  idolatry  to  the  God  of  the 
Hebrews  is  confirmed  by  the  announcement  of  her  changed  name:  she  will  be  called 
City  of  Refuge  (itöXts  xati#vyfjs,  15.7).  145  And  the  angel  will  inform  Joseph  of 
Aseneth's  repentance  and  their  eventual  marriage  (15.9-10). 
Further,  the  angel  miraculously  gives  Aseneth  a  portion  of  the  honeycomb  so 
that  she  may  eat  the  `bread  of  life',  drink  `a  cup  of  immortality',  and  be  anointed  with 
`ointment  of  incorruptibility'  (16.16).  This  is  in  sharp  contrast  to  8.5,  where  Aseneth 
is  described  as  having  eaten  from  the  table  bread  of  strangulation,  drunk  a  cup  of 
insidiousness  and  anointed  herself  with  ointment  of  destruction. 
Everything  happens  as  announced.  The  two  are  united  in  a  wedding  personally 
organised  and  solemnised  by  Pharoah  (19.4-11).  146 
3.5.2  Idolatry  in  Joseph  and  Aseneth 
With  the  story  sketched  out,  we  will  focus  on  the  idolatry  of  Aseneth  which  is 
described  as  excessive.  She  even  has  a  chamber  (OcV  cgios),  the  first  among  ten,  big 
and  splendid  (µdyac  xoci  svttp$7rjs,  2.2)  which  is  beautifully  decorated,  in  which 
she  keeps  all  her  idols. 
144  The  author  clearly  is  trying  to  show  that  the  idols  are  the  root  of  Aseneth's  misery. 
145  See  Burchard  1985:  226,  note  `I'  for  the  significance  of  Aseneth's  change  of  name.  The  change  of  name 
signals  a  change  in  status  for  Aseneth.  She  is  now  the  one  through  whom  many  people  would  repent  and 
receive  their  divine  protection.  The  author  thus  contrasts  the  different  statuses  of  those  who  worship  the 
Most  High  God  and  those  who  worship  idols. 
116  The  second  part  is  deliberately  left  out,  as  it  is  not  my  concern  here.  For  an  analysis  of  the  second  part 
of  the  tale,  see  Barclay  1996:  204-16  and  Collins  2000:  108-10  who  hold  opposing  views. 124 
On  the  walls  of  the  chamber,  there  are  countless  Egyptian  Gods  (ot  Ocoi  r6m 
Aiyvm'tiwv  thy  ovx  rev  dpt%tOq),  147  including  idols  of  gold  and  silver  (xpüaot 
Mi  äpyupot).  All  these  Aseneth  worshipped  (£am3Etio),  feared  (44oßci  to)  and  to 
which  she  performed  daily  sacrifices  (6uai(xs...  xa6'  ii.  ji  pav). 
Further,  Aseneth's  linen  robe  has  all  sorts  of  idols  that  match  those  in  the 
chamber,  with  the  names  of  the  Egyptian  Gods  engraved  on  all  the  bracelets  and 
stones,  and  all  the  faces  of  the  idols  carved  on  them  (3.6).  148  The  author  describes 
them  as  a  microcosm  of  the  first  chamber,  thus  indicating  the  extent  of  Aseneth's 
idolatry. 
The  author's  critique  of  Aseneth  is  seen  in  Joseph's  condemnation  of  idolatry 
and  of  Aseneth.  In  the  text  recorded  in  8.5-7,  Joseph  charges  Aseneth  with  being  an 
`alien'  or  `strange'  woman  whom  he  will  not  kiss.  The  author  describes  the  pair  in 
contrasting  terms,  using  possibly  the  language  of  religious  rituals  or  symbols:  Joseph  is 
a  man  who  worships  God,  blesses  God,  eats  blessed  bread  of  life,  drinks  a  blessed  cup 
of  immortality  and  anoints  himself  with  blessed  ointment  of  incorruptibility,  while 
Aseneth  is  the  direct  opposite  who,  as  an  `alien'  woman,  blesses  the  dead  and  dumb 
idols,  eats  from  the  table  of  strangulation,  drinks  from  a  cup  of  insidiousness,  and 
anoints  herself  with  ointment  of  destruction.  149  Thus,  the  author  shows  that  the 
147  They  are  most  likely  statues  of  animals  worshipped  by  the  Egyptians.  Cf.  Wis  15-18;  Philo,  Decal  76- 
79. 
148  The  author's  use  of  the  Jewish  term  el&o  oc  shows  that  the  author  views  other  Gods  pejoritively. 
More  importantly,  the  conception  of  the  one  God  Most  High  seems  to  be  behind  the  author's  antagonism 
against  Aseneth's  religion. 
149  It  is  not  clear  what  these  rituals  or  symbols  are.  They  could  be  either  Jewish  or  Christian  ceremonies. 
However,  as  Goldenberg  1998:  152,  n87  has  noted,  no  one  has  successfully  identified  these  ceremonies. 
Philonenko  1968:  93  (cited  by  Collins  2000:  233,  n99)  takes  it  to  be  a  reference  to  the  initiation  rite  to 
Judaism.  Chesnutt  1995:  130  posits  that  these  are  the  pious  habits  of  the  righteous  like  Joseph.  Burchard 
1965:  126-33  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  formulaic  reference  to  bread,  wine  and  oil  refers  to  the  whole  of  the 
Jewish  lifestyle,  rather  than  to  a  ritual.  He  further  argues  (1985:  212),  correctly,  that  the  point  is  not  to 
justify  or  institutionalise  any  meal,  but  to  explain  why  such  a  person  as  Joseph  does  not  kiss  a  `strange' 
woman.  In  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  these  elements,  it  is  best  not  to  draw  any  conclusion  about  them. 125 
religion  of  Aseneth  is  inferior  to  that  of  Joseph,  and  its  `strangeness'  leads  eventually 
to  destruction.  The  descriptions  not  only  serve  to  define  Aseneth's  religion,  but  also 
act  as  a  wholesale  condemnation  of  it.  We  see  this  clearly  when  the  two  are  placed 
side-by-side  in  a  tabular  form. 
Acts  Joseph:  A  worshipper  of  God  Aseneth:  A  `strange'  woman 
blesses  'töv  OEÖV  tiov  Ccüvtia  EtöwXa  vcKpä  Kai  xw4ä 
eats  äp'tov  E1  oyijtcvov  ýwfis  dptiov  dyxdv71S 
drinks  itotiijptov  ei  Xoyi  tcvov  ckOavaatas  itotirjptov  tvý8pas 
anoints  xpi  tatit  c  Xoyrµ  vw  d4AapataS  xptaµa'n  dncAetas 
Thus  the  contrast  between  a  worshipper  of  God  and  a  `strange'  or  `alien'  person  is  an 
abomination  to  the  Lord  God,  i.  e.  Joseph's  God  (8.7).  150 
The  inferiority  and  worthlessness  of  Aseneth's  religious  belief  and  practice  are 
further  highlighted  in  Joseph's  prayer  for  her  in  8.9.  The  prayer  refers  the  Lord  God  to 
that  of  Israel  and  claims  that  he  is  the  Most  High  (b  vyftatioc),  powerful  one  (b 
Svv(xtiOS),  the  one  who  gives  life  (ö  ý(OoitotjßaS)  to  all.  What  is  even  more 
important  to  our  discussion  of  idolatry  is  that  Joseph's  prayer  implies  that  Aseneth  is 
living  in  darkness,  her  belief  is  erroneous,  and  that  she  is  without  eternal  life!  We  see 
this  in  the  claims  that  God  called  people  from  darkness  (thtö  tiov  axötou;  )  into 
light  (Eig  tiö  6;  ),  from  error  (äitö  tiff;  it?  (X'vric)  into  truth  (ci  ri  v  d%  OEtav), 
Pace  Collins  2000:  232-33  who  argues  that  `the  formulaic  language  can  be  referred  to  the  everyday  rituals 
of  Jewish  life'.  The  following  tabular  illustration  is  not  meant  to  say  anything  about  the  meal,  but  to 
demonstrate  the  kind  of  comparison  Joseph  is  making  between  himself  and  Aseneth  which  condemns 
Aseneth  as  an  idol-worshipper. 
150  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  208-9  who  carefully  sets  out  the  subtle  play  of  the  word  d).?  ö-tptoq  in  the  story  in 
which  an  'alien'  Aseneth  is  rejected,  however  moral  or  virtuous  or  physically  attractive  she  might  be, 
because  `[t]he  only  legitimate  forms  of  kinship  are  with  those  who,  through  birth  or  marriage,  share  the 
religious  orientation  of  the  Jew'. 126 
from  death  (äßö  tiov  8avätiov)  into  life  (bis  tirjv  twrjv).  Why  does  Aseneth  need 
the  blessing  of  this  Most  High  God  of  Joseph  unless  she  lacks  what  God  is  able  to 
give?  Thus  Joseph  pleads  for  her  spiritual  renewal  (dvaxaivtaov  avtirjv  'rcp 
the  Sjic  tt  aoü)  and  prays  that  she  would  be  made  alive  by  becoming  a  worshipper  of 
God  (i.  e.  eating  the  bread  of  life,  drinking  the  cup  of  blessing  and  resting  in  the  eternal 
life  of  God).  Although  idolatry  is  not  explicitly  attacked,  the  idolatrous  person,  i.  e. 
Aseneth,  is  made  to  appear  totally  and  absolutely  hopeless,  helpless  and  worthless 
without  the  Lord  God  of  Israel.  '  51  Thus,  in  a  subtle  manner,  the  author  implies  that  the 
commandment  to  worship  the  true  God  of  Israel  is  universal;  hence  the  universality  of 
the  condemnation  that  comes  with  its  disobedience.  152  The  contrast  between  the  God 
of  Joseph  and  the  idols  of  Aseneth  is  also  worth  noting:  the  God  of  Joseph  is  the  Most 
High  (b  Swtß'toc)'I53  while  Aseneth's  Gods  are  `alien  Gods'  (dXX&rptot);  154  the 
God  of  Joseph  is  `living',  while  Aseneth's  Gods  are  `dead  and  dumb'  (vcxpd  xai 
icco4d);  the  God  of  Joseph  is  `one',  while  Aseneth's  idols  are  without  number  (ovx 
iiv  äptOµds). 
ß51  But  it  is  precisely  with  a  drastic  action  such  as  turning  from  her  idols  to  the  true  God  is  any  relationship 
with  Joseph  justified  (Gruen  1998:  90).  Collins  2000:  234  views  this  in  terms  of  group  membership  whose 
requirement  is  acknowledgement  of  the  true  God,  not  ethnic  descent. 
152  In  this  case,  Collins  2000:  234  suggests  that  the  law  is  reduced  to  'monotheism,  rejection  of  idolatry, 
chastity  before  marriage,  and  avoidance  of  social  or  sexual  intimacy  with  "aliens'-  that  is,  people  who 
worship  other  gods'.  The  behaviour  of  Joseph  as  described  certainly  speaks  of  one  who  sees  himself  as 
separated  because  of  his  association  with  the  Most  High  God,  that  is,  he  worships  the  true  God  and  thus 
must  keep  himself  pure  and  free  from  an  'alien'  woman  (8.5),  as  Barclay  1996:  208  correctly  points  out. 
153  See  chapter  4.4  below  for  a  discussion  of  OcÖs  üynatiog. 
134  This  is  an  interesting  term  used  to  critique  Aseneth's  idols  as  it  is  a  carry-over  of  the  OT  biblical 
language.  For  the  author  not  only  describes  Aseneth  as  an  'alien  woman',  but  the  Gods  too  are  `alien'. 
The  term  äXX&&tptoS,  according  to  Liddell-Scott,  carries  the  meaning  of  being  the  opposite  to  'one's 
own',  that  is,  belonging  to  another.  Thus  an  'alien  woman'  (d%%otipfa  ylwr)  could  also  mean  'another 
man's  wife'.  In  its  reference  to  the  Gods,  it  has  the  meaning  of  'foreign',  'strange',  so  that  the  'alien  Gods' 
of  Aseneth  are  in  fact  'foreign  Gods',  or  Gods  belonging  to  another.  Thus,  in  the  use  of  this  term,  the 
author  of  Joseph  and  Aseneth  clearly  has  in  mind  a  universal  conception  of  the  true  God,  which  he  applies 
universally  to  even  the  Gentiles  (see  n  150  above).  In  view  of  our  definition  of  idolatry,  this  would  fit  well 
with  the  first  category  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  as  turning  to  'alien'  Gods.  See  conclusion  below. 127 
The  words  and  prayer  of  Joseph  are  so  powerful  as  to  cause  Aseneth  to  repent 
of  her  Gods  and  spurn  all  her  idols  (9.2).  But  this  also  shows  that  Aseneth's  idols  and 
Gods  are  quite  useless  and  weak  as  to  be  easily  spurned  and  abandoned  (cf.  10.1- 
13.14).  And  10.12-13  shows  that  the  idols  can  be  discarded  and  ground  to  pieces;  and 
all  pagan  Gods,  sacrifices  and  the  like  can  be  destroyed,  discarded  and  removed.  One 
of  the  most  significant  comments  of  Aseneth  is  seen  in  10.13b,  when  she  throws  all  the 
sacrificial  food  away:  `By  no  means  must  my  dogs  eat  from  my  dinner  and  from  the 
sacrifice  of  the  idols,  but  let  the  alien  dogs  eat  those'  (10.13b).  The  food  that  has  been 
sacrificed  to  the  idols  is  considered  so  defiled  and  tainted  that  it  is  not  even  appropriate 
to  feed  it  to  the  dogs.  It  is  fit  only  for  `alien'  dogs  (oi  xvv£S  of  d?.  Xötptot,  10.13). 
The  word  d  XXötiptoq,  used  here  for  `alien'  dogs,  is  also  used  in  8.5  to  describe 
Aseneth  as  an  `alien'  woman,  presumably  because  of  the  `alien'  Gods  she  worshipped 
(cf.  11.7).  Thus,  the  `alien'  dogs  here  may  be  a  parallel  to  the  `alien'  Gods. 
The  next  attack  on  idolatry  is  now  made  by  Aseneth's  soliloquy  in  11.3b-14. 
The  attack  on  idolatry  is  set  in  the  context  of  Aseneth's  effort  to  harness  enough 
courage  to  address  the  God  of  Joseph  (cf.  11.7).  In  11.7-9,  we  have  a  syllogism  that 
also  constitutes  an  outline: 
v7  the  Lord  God,  hates  all  those  who  worship  idols  and  alien  Gods; 
v  8b  I  (Aseneth)  worshipped  dead  and  dumb  idols; 
v  8a  Therefore  the  Lord  God  has  come  to  hate  me  too. 
In  v  7,  idols  and  alien  Gods,  like  in  earlier  passages,  refer  to  the  Egyptian  animal 
statues.  Hence,  the  God  of  Joseph  hates  all  idol-worshippers  who,  together  with  their 
idols,  constitute  objects  of  divine  hatred.  Aseneth's  confession  of  her  idolatry  in  v8 
serves  as  another  attack  on  Egyptian  idolatry:  they  are  `dead  and  dumb  idols' 
(et&  oXa  veicpd  xai  Kco#t).  Her  partaking  of  the  food  and  drink  offered  to  these 128 
idols  is  condemned  as  defiling  her  mouth.  Such  defilement  is  blamed  for  Aseneth's 
lack  of  boldness  to  address  Joseph's  God  (v  9).  155  The  syllogism  leads  to  the  logical 
conclusion  that  the  Lord  God  of  Joseph  has  also  come  to  hate  Aseneth  since  she  is  an 
idol-worshipper. 
In  her  second  soliloquy,  Aseneth  begins  with  the  acknowledgement  that  she  is 
a  `wretched  woman'  (11.16),  an  orphan  and  desolate,  a  state  in  which  the  true  God  is 
absent  (cf.  12.8).  156  And  she  again  accepts  that  she  has  worshipped  idols  and  that  her 
participation  in  eating  the  sacrificial  food  and  her  blessing  the  idols  have  defiled  her 
mouth  (11.16).  The  connection  is  made  between  idol  worship  and  defilement,  serving 
as  a  critique  of  idolatry. 
Once  Aseneth  has  gathered  sufficient  courage,  she  begins  to  address  God  in 
confession  of  her  sin.  In  12.4-5,  Aseneth  confesses  her  sin  as  lawlessness  and 
irreverence  (ijvdµijaa  xai  ýaý3Ta(x,  12.4).  And  it  is  explained  in  terms  of  her 
idolatrous  belief  and  practice.  12.5  repeats  her  previous  statements  that  her  mouth  is 
defiled  by  the  eating  of  sacrificial  food  and  by  the  participation  at  the  table  of  the 
Egyptian  Gods.  For  these  idols  and  Gods  of  the  Egyptians  are  `dead  and  dumb',  a 
repeat  of  her  previous  agreement  with  Joseph's  words  (cf.  11.8;  8.5).  It  is  of  great 
importance  that  Aseneth  is  reported  to  be  the  one  making  the  condemnation  and 
carrying  out  the  attack  on  her  idols.  13.11  thus  forms  an  important  understanding  of 
the  critique:  it  is  Aseneth  herself  who  has  now  recognised  that  all  the  Gods  which  she 
is  used  to  worship  are  `dead  and  dumb'  idols  (13.11;  cf.  21.13f).  What  this  suggests  is 
iss  Aseneth's  soliloquy  seems  to  echo  the  words  of  Joseph  in  8.5-7.  Either  Joseph  knows  Aseneth's 
idolatrous  practices  because  they  are  commonly  carried  out  by  the  Egyptians  everywhere,  or  Aseneth  is  so 
influenced  by  what  Joseph  has  said  that  she  is  agreeing  with  Joseph.  It  could  be  that  Aseneth,  being  of 
nobility,  has  more  elaborate  and  'refined'  practices  which  Joseph  would  have  been  aware  of  since  they 
would,  in  all  probability,  have  been  carried  out  in  Pharaoh's  palace.  Being  so  much  in  love  with  Joseph, 
Aseneth  is  now  prejudiced  against  her  own  religious  practices. 
156  Burchard  1985:  218,  note  b':  `Doubtless  life  often  was  like  that  when  a  person  decided  to  become  a 
Jew.  The  counterpoint  is  that  it  is  expected  that  God  will  be  a  new  and  better  father';  cf.  11.3. 129 
that  when  one  comes  into  the  knowledge  of  the  true  God  one  will  be  enlightened  and 
therefore  see  the  stupidity  and  futility  of  idolatry. 
Conclusion 
It  is  noteworthy  that  the  biblical  story  of  Joseph  and  Aseneth  precedes  the 
giving  of  the  ten  commandments,  which  would  have  made  any  critique  of  the  kind  of 
idolatry  in  Joseph  and  Aseneth  more  difficult.  What  we  have,  therefore,  in  Joseph  and 
Aseneth  is  a  clear  reading  of  the  first  commandment,  which  imposes  a  ban  on 
acknowledging  other  Gods  or  beings  other  than  the  God  of  the  Jews,  into  an  earlier 
event.  Thus,  there  is  the  element  of  timelessness  in  the  application  of  the 
commandment  in  the  critique  of  idolatry. 
What  our  discussion  above,  therefore,  means  is  that  the  author  of  Joseph  and 
Aseneth  has  turned  the  Lord  God  of  Joseph  into  the  God  universal  by  whom  all  other 
Gods  and  idols  may  be  critiqued.  And  the  contrast  between  Aseneth's  `alien'  Gods 
(21.13)  and  Joseph's  `true'  God  is  repeatedly  emphasised.  This  aspect  of  the  author's 
critique  seems  to  match  the  first  category  of  the  definition  of  idolatry:  other  Gods  are 
`alien'  Gods.  Any  worship  of  `alien'  Gods  is  therefore  considered  idolatrous.  By 
using  a  man  of  God  to  pour  scorn  on  an  `alien'  or  `strange'  woman  whose  Gods  are 
equally  `alien'  or  `strange',  the  author  shows  us  his  reason  for  rejecting  `other'  or 
`alien'  Gods:  only  the  God  Most  High,  the  God  of  the  Jews,  is  the  true  God. 
Therefore,  any  failure  to  render  worship  to  this  true  God  through  `alien'  worship 
constitutes  a  rebellion. 
3.6  Sibylline  Oracles 
Sibylline  Oracles  are  a  widely  attested  phenomenon  in  the  ancient  world. 
Although  there  is  no  satisfactory  or  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  etymology  of  the 
word  `sibyl',  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  word  was  originally  the  proper  name  of  a 130 
prophetess.  157  She  was  always  depicted  as  an  old  woman  who  uttered  ecstatic 
prophecies  often  treated  with  great  respect  because  of  her  age,  which  is  assumed  to  be 
granted  by  the  Divine  together  with  divine  wisdom.  158 
Although  a  number  of  Sibyls  were  reported  by  various  people  from  the  fourth 
century  BCE,  159  the  Sibylline  Oracles  which  we  shall  examine  below  (Books  3  and  5)160 
are  the  Jewish  (with  occasional  Christian)  161  concoctions  and  therefore  different  from 
those  of  the  fourth  century  BCE.  162  While  no  conclusion  has  been  drawn  as  to  the 
various  Sibyls  and  their  oracles,  Books  3  and  5  are  generally  recognised  as  having 
originated  from  Egyptian  Judaism.  163  This  is  seen  in  the  references  to  the  seventh 
king  of  Egypt  (3.193,318,  and  608),  the  various  references  to  Egypt  (3.155-61;  5.52- 
110,179-285),  and  the  Books'  interest  in  such  things  as  the  temple,  the  expectation  of 
a  saviour  figure  and  the  eschatological  adversary  (e.  g.  3.611,75-92;  5.493-504,512- 
553).  Book  3  dates  between  163  and  145  BCE,  164  while  Book  5  dates  most  probably 
1"  It  is  understood  that  in  the  earliest  attestations,  that  is,  from  the  fifth  and  fourth  centuries  BCE,  the  word 
`sibyl'  referred  to  a  single  individual;  c£  Collins  1983:  317. 
158  See  Collins  1983:  317  for  an  interesting  legend  about  the  Sibyl.  Barclay  1996:  216  comments:  'The 
Sibyl  was  considered  a  woman  of  immense  longevity  whose  age  accorded  her  great  authority,  while  her 
ancient  origins  gave  to  her  'prophecies'  of  historical  events  the  impression  of  accurate  prediction'.  See 
further  Schürer  111.618. 
159  Collins  1983:  317,  n  10  cites  Aristotle's  Problemara  954a  and  Heracleides  Ponticus  in  Clement,  Strom 
1.108.1. 
160  See  Collins  1984:  365-73  for  the  introductory  comments  on  the  two  books. 
161  For  examples,  3.776  and  5.256-59.  See  further  Collins  1974:  88. 
162  See  Grabbe  1992:  563.;  Barclay  1996:  216-18;  Collins  2000:  83-87,96-97,143-50;  Gruen  1998:  268-69. 
163  Book  4  is  accepted  as  an  example  of  Jewish  adaptation  of  an  older  Sibylline  oracle  (Collins  1984:  363); 
which  was  composed  in  about  80  CE,  which  Grabbe  1992:  563  thinks  is  an  old  Hellenistic  oracle  in  its  core, 
non-Jewish  and  dates  from  the  2d  century  BCE.  Books  3  and  5  are  the  most  certain  in  terms  of  their 
Egyptian  provenance.  See  Collins  1983:  355-56  (Book  3),  and  390-91  (Book  5)  for  their  Egyptian 
provenance  and  their  Jewish  origin. 
164  See  Collins  1983:  354-55  for  more  details.  Gruen  1998:  269-71,  and  269,  n96  provides  a  good  summary 
of  it,  but  cautions  against  placing  too  much  emphasis  on  time  and  place  as  it  may  miss  the  apocalyptic 
character  of  the  Sibyl's  message.  In  our  case,  the  time  and  place  are  relevant.  The  time  falls  within  the 
Second  Temple  and  is  therefore  close  to  the  time  of  our  NT  text  in  question,  and  the  place  being  the 
Diaspora  enables  us  to  see  how  idolatry  is  viewed  by  Diaspora  Judaism. 131 
after  80  cE  and  before  130  CE  given  its  reference  to  the  Nero  legend  and  the  destruction 
of  the  temple. 
165 
While  Sibylline  Oracles  often  predict  woes  and  doom,  they  carry  with  them  the 
agenda  of  political  propaganda,  mostly  with  a  religious  twist,  i.  e.  they  are  related  to  the 
will  of  the  Gods  and  often  have  to  do  with  the  question  of  right  worship.  166  Our 
discussion  of  The  Egyptian  Sibylline  Oracles  below  will  be  confined  to  the  issue  of 
worship  and  idolatry:  how  do  the  two  books  view  idolatry?  What  grounds  do  they 
offer  for  rejecting  idolatry?  And  what  definitions  of  idolatry  are  at  work  here? 
3.6.1  The  critique  of  idolatry  in  Sibylline  Oracles 
Book  3 
In  her  attack  on  idolatry  in  3.29-39,  the  Sibyl  tells  us  that  the  creator  God  (3.8) 
is  the  one  God  (eig  Oe6q),  sole  ruler  (µdvc  pxo;  ),  ineffable  (dU#wco;  ),  lives  in 
the  sky  (aiO  pt  vaicov)  (3.11);  he  is  self-begotten  (av'*,  ulis),  invisible 
(dopa'toS),  and  sees  all  things  (bp4tcvoS  avitds  äMavtia)  (3.12).  167  This  God  is 
not  made  by  sculptor's  hand,  nor  by  a  cast  of  gold  or  silver,  nor  the  human  crafts 
(3.13-14).  Such  conception  of  God  reflects  a  traditional  Jewish  position,  seen 
particularly  in  Isa  40.18-26  (chapter  two  above)  and  Wis  13.10-19  (see  p.  80  above). 
165  See  Schürer  11I.  643-45;  Collins  1974:  80-87  gives  a  helpful  treatment  on  the  speculation  of  the  return  of 
Nero.  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  225  who  sees  the  central  motif  of  Book  5  to  be  5.398-401,  where  the  destruction 
of  the  temple  is  given  a  vivid  description. 
'66  Cf.  Collins  1983:  320. 
167  Although  Schürer  111.633  views  3.1-96  as  belonging  to  Book  2,  Collins  1983:  354  considers  it  the 
conclusion  of  a  different  Book  (see  also  Collins  1984:  365  but  in  Collins  2000:  84,3.1-92  is  the  conclusion 
of  a  different  Book  while  3.93-96  constitutes  the  fragments  of  another  Book),  Gruen  1998:  271-72  does  not 
seem  to  see  any  value  in  looking  for  a  `main  corpus'  in  Book  3  and  argues  that  '[t]he  significance  of  the 
composition  transcends  any  specific  era'.  Barclay  1996:  218  takes  a  middle  course  that  takes  note  of  the 
secondary  nature  of  3.1-96,  without  arguing  for  a  specific  location  of  3.1-96  or  dismissing  the  possibility  of 
it  belonging  elsewhere.  It  is  necessary  to  recognise  that  3.1-96  does  contain  references  to  events  after  68 
CE.  Thus,  we  would  reckon  the  fact  that  3.1-96  is  incorporated  in  Book  3  is  assumed  to  be  considered  at 
least  by  the  editor  or  compiler  as  relevant  to  the  sibyl's  argument,  particularly  with  regard  to  idolatry. 132 
But  it  is  God  who  reveals  himself  (3.15).  But  humanity  have  wandered  in  vain  (3.9), 
and  are  not  mindful  of  the  immortal  creator  (3.10). 
The  wandering  is  seen  in  the  worship  of  animals,  idols  and  attendance  and 
service  at  the  godless  temples  (3.32).  168  These  idol-worshippers  are  further  described 
as  not  fearing  the  existing  God  (3.33).  169  They  rejoice  in  the  evil  of  stones  and  forget 
the  judgement  of  the  immortal  saviour  (3.34-35).  170  They  have  viewed  their  idols  as 
the  representation  of  their  Gods.  However,  the  Sibyl  would  not  accept  this  since  to  her 
the  true  God  is  the  creator  and  himself  cannot  be  fashioned  (cf.  3.13-14). 
In  an  ingenious  combination  of  the  evil  of  murder,  impiety,  double-tongued- 
ness  (deceit  and  gossip?  ),  and  adultery,  the  Sibyl  lumps  idol-worshippers  together  with 
all  kinds  of  evil  (3.36-38;  cf.  Wis  14.22-29).  171  They  are  therefore  wicked  (xaxdv, 
3.39)  and  are  `looters'  without  shame  (3.40).  We  are  not  told  what  the  idol- 
worshippers  steal.  But  the  Sibyl's  purpose  is  to  equate  idol-worshippers  with 
shameless  thieves!  There  is  thus  nothing  positive  to  be  said  about  idol-worshippers. 
Thus,  idolaters  face  eschatological  destruction  (3.46-59),  which  the  Sibyl  attributes  to 
idolatry  as  a  central  reason.  172 
In  3.57-59,  we  are  told  of  the  present  religious  life  of  the  people:  cities  are 
`embellished'  (xoaiciaO$)  with  temples  (vaoiS),  stadia  (at(xöiots),  markets 
168  The  sitting  at  the  doors  of  the  temples  could  be  that  either  the  people  are  waiting  for  their  turn  to  enter 
the  temples  and  offer  sacrifices,  a  form  of  queuing,  or  they  are  voluntary  helpers  sitting  as  guards  or 
guides.  In  either  case,  they  give  themselves  to  the  service  of  the  idols,  instead  of  serving  the  great  true 
God.  It  could  also  be  cultic  rituals  which  involved  the  eating  of  idol  food  (cf.  2.96  where  the  people  are 
instructed  not  to  eat  sacrificial  food,  ei.  6wXoOincuv  8'  thtaxcaOat;  and  2.59  where  they  are  warned 
against  worshipping  idols). 
169  Collins  1983:  362,  note  `f,  citing  Geffcken,  agrees  that  it  should  be  oü  tipýte-ze  instead  of  titjpeitiE. 
170  This  is  an  obvious  repetition  of  earlier  statements  in  3.29.  However,  it  is  now  taking  on  a  greater  force 
as  the  continuing  verses  would  show. 
171  Wis  14.27:  For  the  worship  of  idols  with  no  name  is  the  beginning,  cause,  and  end  of  every  evil. 
12  Cf.  3.59  where,  after  describing  the  idolatry  of  both  Rome  and  Egypt,  the  Sibyl  says,  `so  that  you  may 
come  to  the  bitter  day'  Ctv'  i.  XOTVt'  e.  S  lttxpöv  ijµ(cp).  Cf.  Hab  2.18-19  where  a  critique  of  idolatry  is 
levelled  against  Babylon,  following  a  prediction  of  its  woes. 133 
(dcyvpaIS)  and  images  of  gold,  silver  and  stones  (xpvaoic  kodvotg  tic  dpyvpýotg 
Xt6ivotS).  173  Such  terms  describe  the  cities  in  the  Graeco-Roman  world  where 
everyone  is  free  to  practise  one's  religion  and  where  organised  pagan  activities  are 
rampant  and  alive. 
Thus,  the  Sibyl  powerfully  portrays  idols  and  their  places  of  activity  and 
worship  as  trouble-causing  evils  that  bring  about  end-time  destruction.  174  The  readers 
are  left  with  the  idea  that  idolatry  constitutes  the  chief  reason  for  their  eschatological 
destruction  because  it  is  dishonouring  to  God.  175 
She  further  elaborates  on  this  reason  for  the  desolation  of  the  land,  the  fall  of 
the  altar,  walls  and  temple,  and  the  eventual  exile  of  the  Jewish  people  (3.275-79).  We 
may  summarise  these  points:  (1)  the  disobedience  to  the  holy  laws  of  the  immortal 
God  in  the  heart  (3.275-76);  176  (2)  the  worship  of  unseemly  idols  (3.276-77);  (3)  the 
lack  of  the  fear  of  God;  '77  and  (4)  the  unwillingness  to  honour  God  (ovx  tOcXES 
'  tµäv,  3.279).  The  attack  on  idolatry  here  moves  one  level  deeper.  It  is  not  just  the 
173  The  images  could  be  found  everywhere,  streets,  marketplaces,  and  obviously  temples.  Cf.  Stambaugh 
and  Balch  1986:  88-89  who  point  out  that  Hellenistic  architecture  of  public  buildings  was  prominent  in  all 
Greek  cities  so  that  even  Palestine  was  without  exception.  In  fact,  much  of  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  was 
built  in  Greek  style.  See  further  Koester  1982:  67-73 
174  Cf  3.221-33  where  in  a  long  discourse  in  praise  of  the  Jews,  the  Sibyl  sidetracks  into  a  list  of  vices  of 
which  the  Jews  are  never  guilty.  The  views  there  are  indicative  of  the  Sibyl's  attitude  towards  pagan 
religions.  These  are  the  pagan  religions  in  various  forms,  i.  e.  sorcery  and  astrology.  The  Sibyl  views  them 
as  erroneous. 
"I  Similarly,  the  Sibyl  cites  idolatry  as  the  reason  for  the  future  exile  of  the  Jews.  It  is  on  the  basis  of  post- 
exilic  material  that  the  Sibyl  has  made  her  pronouncement.  In  3.282ff,  we  are  able  to  see  post-exilic 
elements  which  provide  the  hope  in  the  Sibyl's  oracles.  See  further  below. 
176  The  word  Opi  v  is  used  to  describe  such  a  disobedience.  It  carries  the  meaning  of  'the  heart  or  the 
mind'  as  the  seat  of  thought  (Liddell-Scott  1940:  87  1).  In  other  words,  the  disobedience  begins  at  the 
cognitive  level  and  is  thus  the  beginning  of  all  the  errors. 
177  The  'fear  of  God'  is  an  important  theme  in  the  OT.  In  Prov  1.7  the  fear  of  God  is  linked  to  the 
acquisition  of  wisdom.  And  in  Eccl  12.13,  the  fear  of  God  and  the  obedience  to  his  commandments  are 
one  and  the  same  thing.  In  3.278,  the  Sibyl  refers  to  God  as  the  `immortal  begetter'  of  Gods  and  all 
humanity,  thus  suggesting  that  the  Gods  and  humanity  owe  their  existence  to  the  true  God.  Humanity 
therefore  ought  to  know  and  worship  the  true  God,  not  idols. 134 
act  of  idolatry,  but  the  more  fundamental  attitude  of  the  `will'  not  to  honour  God.  178 
By  explicating  the  reasons  as  the  cause  of  the  destruction  of  the  land  of  Judaea, 
the  temple  and  the  eventual  exile,  the  Sibyl  exposes  the  seriousness  of  the 
consequences  of  idolatry  and  holds  it  solely  responsible  for  the  plight  of  the  Jewish 
people.  Thus,  idolatry  is  clearly  deserving  the  utmost  condemnation  as  it  causes 
terrible  disasters. 
The  `Great  God'  receives  a  further  treatment  in  3.545-54,  where  acts  contrary 
to  the  `Great  God'  are  negatively  portrayed  (3.547-48,554).  The  Sibyl  suggests  that 
the  way  to  seek  the  face  of  the  `Great  God'  is  to  avoid  such  an  error  (7tXdvov,  3.548). 
She  then  gives  an  example  through  a  eulogy  of  the  Jews:  the  Jews  do  not  honour  the 
works  of  humans  (3.586-89),  but  fully  honour  the  temple  of  the  `Great  God'  (3.575), 
eat  sacred  food  in  a  holy  manner  (3.576-79),  keep  the  law  (3.580-84),  worship  the 
immortal  God  (3.591-94),  and  are  morally  holy  (3.595-600). 
The  Sibyl  thus  sets  up  a  contrast  between  all  the  Gentiles,  their  nations  and  the 
Jewish  people  who  worship  the  true  God.  The  former  face  terrible  judgement  (3.601- 
5)  for  their  failure  to  piously  honour  God.  But  the  latter  will  enjoy  salvation  (3.702- 
31).  Thus  far,  the  Sibyl  reveals  an  attitude  towards  idolatry  that  is  totally  scornful 
while  her  view  of  the  worship  and  honour  of  the  immortal  begetter  is  absolutely 
exclusive.  Her  emphasis  throughout  is  the  `Great  God'  of  the  Jews  and  his  `honour', 
making  him  and  the  lack  of  honour  for  him  the  ground  for  rejecting  all  other  Gods  and 
idols. 
"g  There  could  be  many  reasons  for  the  people's  unwillingness  to  honour  God.  It  could  be  the  burden  of 
the  laws.  It  could  be  the  lure  of  pagan  religions.  Or  it  could  be  the  uncertainty  of  the  Jews  as  a  nation,  a 
race  and  a  people.  The  Sibyl  does  not  seem  to  be  bothered  by  the  reason.  For  the  truth  of  the  immortal 
God  as  the  begetter  of  all  is  a  far  better  reason  to  worship  and  honour  him  than  any  other  reasons  not  to. 135 
Book  5179 
Here,  Sibyl  declares  the  destruction  of  Egypt  and  renews  her  attack  on 
Egyptian  idolatry  in  5.75-85.  The  idolaters  are  accused  of  being  wicked  and  their 
persistent  idolatry  `enduring  evil'  (5.75).  They  `worship  stones  and  brute  beasts' 
instead  of  honouring  God  (5.77;  cf.  3.29-32).  180  5.78-79  reveals  many  other  things 
which  are  worshipped  by  the  Egyptians  without  reason.  These  are  senseless  and 
foolish;  as  such  it  is  not  lawful  even  to  mention  them.  Thus,  the  Sibyl  shows  idolatry 
to  be  unlawful  and  therefore  a  crime. 
Following  a  similar  tradition  as  Isaiah  (cf. Isa  44.9-20),  the  Sibyl  describes  the 
idols  pejoratively  as  being  brought  about  by  human  hands  (5.80).  The  Sibyl  uses  the 
word  xdmS  to  characterise  the  making  of  idols,  which  carries  the  meaning  of  `toil' 
thus  giving  the  impression  that  idol-making  is  a  wearisome  activity.  181  And  it  is  the 
result  of  human  wicked  notions  (5.81-82).  This  description  portrays  the  Egyptian 
Gods  as  of  material  substance  (5.83),  and  are  consequently  lifeless  (dtVvxooc),  dumb 
(i«o  of  S)  and  easily  destroyed  (Lv  7topi  xcovci  O  vti(cc)  (5.84). 
In  a  lengthy  praise  of  the  Jews  (5.238-85;  cf.  3.573-600),  the  Sibyl  combines  a 
prediction  of  mortals'  acknowledgement  of  God  with  an  announcement  of  the  happy 
ends  of  the  righteous,  which  she  declares  as  the  termination  of  the  Egyptian  animal 
worship  (5.278-80).  182 
""  It  is  an  accepted  fact  that  Book  5  consists  of  six  oracles  or  collection  of  oracles.  See  Schürer  111.644; 
and  Collins  2000:  143.  In  the  following  discussion,  we  will  confine  ourselves  to  idolatry. 
180  See  our  discussion  of  Wis  15.18-19,  Philo,  Decal  76-79  and  Contempl3-8  above.  The  Sibyl's  critique 
differs  from  those  of  Wis  and  Philo  who  level  their  critique  at  an  intellectual  level.  By  virtue  of  her  name 
and  style,  that  is,  the  Sibylline  Oracles,  the  Sibyl's  critique  tends  to  be  one  of  speaking  out  oracles  with 
little  or  no  intellectual  or  philosophical  discussion. 
1eß  Liddell-Scott  1940:  978-79 
182  Although  this  may  be  a  prediction  of  the  mortals'  turning  to  God,  the  words  at  the  end  of  5.80  speak 
much  against  Egyptian  animal  worship:  atioµthEuaat  xevoiS  Kai  xe{XEßt  µcwpOIS  (with  vain 
mouths  and  foolish  lips).  Both  words,  Kcvös  and  tcop6;  denote  both  emptiness  and  futility,  in  addition  to 
vanity  and  folly. 136 
In  a  similar  vein,  she  announces  the  disasters  that  are  coming  to  the  nations, 
which  she  says  are  meant  to  make  humans  take  note  of  God  (5.352).  From  5.353  to 
5.356,  the  Sibyl  describes  the  idolaters  as  `hostile'  (Svßµcv¬aS,  5.353),  who  will 
receive  no  mercy  (oüx  EXsrjaEt).  Their  sacrifices  are  unacceptable  (5.354)  and  their 
objects  of  worship  offensive.  183 
The  solution  offered  by  the  Sibyl  is  to  love  God,  the  wise  eternal  begetter 
(5.360).  The  contrast  is  clear  and  simple:  God  is  wise;  idols  are  unwise;  God  is 
eternal;  idols  are  lifeless;  God  is  the  begetter  of  all;  idols  are  made.  The  purpose  of  the 
Sibyl  in  condemning  idolatry  seems  to  be  to  show  that  the  God  of  the  Jews  is  the  one 
true  and  eternal  God  so  that  others  (i.  e.  the  pagans)  might  be  drawn  to  him.  184  The 
Sibyl's  grounds  for  rejecting  idolatry  are  therefore  a  combination  of  several 
conceptions  of  God,  among  which  are  wisdom,  eternity,  and  creatorship  of  the 
imperishable  God. 
Thus  it  is  not  surprising  that  Isis  receives  equally  vehement  attack  (5.484). 
According  to  Ferguson,  Isis  is  the  `most  important  of  the  mother  goddesses  of  the 
Hellenistic  world  to  whom  culture  and  mysteries  were  attributed'.  185  Three  things  are 
said  about  Isis:  she  will  remain  by  the  streams  of  the  Nile  alone;  she  will  be  a  maenad 
on  the  sands  of  the  Acheron  (i.  e.  Hades);  and  no  one  would  remember  her.  Thus,  Isis 
will  lose  her  followers  as  she  belongs  to  the  past.  And  instead  of  being  worshipped, 
she  is  now  a  follower  of  Dionysus.  She  will  be  a  speechless  maenad  (µatvds 
183  I.  e.  Hermes  ((iy,  5Xotc  0'  `Epµais)  and  Gods  of  stone  (tot  XtOivotat  OeoIaty)  (5.356). 
184  In  3.669-709  we  read  of  the  defence  of  the  temple  by  God  himself  through  a  cosmic  display  of  wrath 
against  those  who  seek  to  destroy  it.  Such  wrath  of  God  eventually  leads  to  the  'conversion'  of  some  who 
would  offer  worship  in  God's  temple  and  meditate  on  the  law  of  the  Most  High  God  (3.718-19).  See 
Barclay  1996:  220-21. 
185  Ferguson  1993:  249.  Cf.  Apuleius,  Metamorphoses  in  which  Isis  is  given  special  significance  through 
the  transformation  of  Lucius  back  into  a  man,  and  the  novel  of  Apuleius  ends  on  a  strong  religious  note. 
See  also  Price  1999:  140-1  for  a  discussion  of  the  religious  commitment. 137 
dvauöoq,  5.485)  who  is  as  good  as  dead  (d  polnoS).  186  By  this  critique,  the  Sibyl 
suggests  that  Isis  will  be  passed  into  oblivion  (5.486). 
Serapis  is  next  in  line  to  be  attacked.  A  saviour  God,  he  would  now  be  unable 
to  save  himself  as  he  reposes  on  many  raw  stones,  an  indication  that  he  suffers  from  a 
heavy  casualty  (1Etc  T1  ntiwµa  t&ytcnov,  5.488),  due  largely  to  the  fact  that  his 
followers  are  now  turning  their  attention  to  the  imperishable  God.  In  other  words,  the 
Sibyl  is  suggesting  that  Serapis  will  lose  out  in  the  contest  against  the  imperishable 
God.  For  his  followers  are  aware  that  he  is  nothing  (5.49  1).  Following  such  a 
condemnation  of  Isis  and  Serapis,  the  Sibyl  continues  to  predict  that  the  Egyptians 
would  recognise  their  ancestral  custom  to  be  terrible  (5.494).  187  And  many  Egyptians 
would  convert  to  the  imperishable  God  (5.497).  The  fact  that  the  true  God  of  the  Jews 
is  `imperishable'  is  sufficient  ground  for  rejecting  all  other  Gods  and  idolatry.  And  the 
Sibyl  applies  this  conception  of  God  universally,  188  suggesting  that  the  nations  too 
could  turn  to  this  imperishable  God  and  be  saved  from  their  future  disasters.  189 
Conclusion 
The  above  discussion  of  Sibylline  Oracles  3  and  5  demonstrates  the  widespread 
condemnation  which  idolatry  receives  from  the  writer  of  the  oracles.  The  Sibyl  reveals 
her  attitude  towards  the  pagan  religions  as  one  of  intolerance.  But  this  intolerance 
must  be  viewed  from  the  perspective  that  she  holds  the  belief  that  there  is  only  one 
186'Axýpov'toc  means  Hades;  but  literally  it  means  'river  of  woe,  one  of  the  rivers  of  the  world  below' 
(Liddell-Scott  1940:  141). 
187  Cf.  5.495-96  provides  the  results  of  the  teaching  of  Egyptian  ancestral  custom,  which  are  ridiculed, 
despised  and  degraded:  the  Egyptian  Gods  are  made  from  stone  and  earthenware,  and  are  therefore  devoid 
of  sense. 
188  For  example,  5.264-265  refers  to  the  conversion  of  the  Greeks  to  the  true  God  and  their  conformity  to 
the  laws. 
189  Cf.  5.274-285  where  the  Sibyl  predicts  the  failure  of  crops  in  yielding  their  harvest  until  all  humans  turn 
to  the  'immortal  eternal  God',  who  is  the  'ruler  of  all'.  And  the  Jews  are  cited  as  the  example  for  the 
nations  as  they  piously  put  their  faith  in  the  `one  begetter'  who  alone  is  'eminent'. 138 
God,  who  alone  is  self-begotten  and  cannot  be  represented  (cf.  3.11-15).  The  true  God 
of  the  Jews  is  further  described  as  `immortal',  `eternal',  `imperishable',  `the  great 
God',  `the  begetter',  and  `ruler  of  all'.  It  is  against  the  background  of  such  a 
theological  foundation  that  she  carries  out  her  critique  of  idols,  idol-worshippers,  and 
the  Egyptian  animal  worship. 
Thus,  there  must  be  no  representation  of  the,  true  and  great  God,  a  principle 
based  on  the  second  commandment.  Thus,  idol-making  is  viewed  by  the  Sibyl  as  an 
attempt  to  represent  God,  and  the  worship  of  idols  and  animals  considered  a  `going 
astray'  or  `wandering'  from  the  great  God  (e.  g.  3.29,721).  Thus,  on  the  basis  of  the 
second  commandment  idolatry  is  defined  and  critiqued.  190  From  the  Sibyl's  critique,  it 
appears  that  the  second  broad  category  of  the  definitions  of  idolatry  receives  greater 
emphasis.  In  other  words,  the  Sibyl  emphasises  the  definition  of  idolatry  as 
misrepresenting  God,  both  visually  and  cognitively.  By  applying  the  conceptions  of 
God  universally,  that  is,  Yahweh  the  true  God  of  the  Jews  is  now  the  `great  God'  of  all 
humanity,  the  Sibyl  rejects  the  worship  of  all  idols  as  dishonouring  the  true  God  and 
all  visual  images  of  divinity  as  idolatrous. 
3.7  Summary  and  conclusion 
This  chapter  serves  to  highlight  the  reactions  of  the  Diaspora  Jews  against 
idolatry.  While  they  are  not  exhaustive,  they  represent  some  quarters  of  the  Diaspora 
Jews  in  their  attitude  towards  idolatry  and  reflect  the  different  grounds  on  which  idols 
and  idolatry  are  rejected.  We  may  summarise  as  follows.  The  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  in 
general  view  idolatry  negatively  and,  on  the  basis  of  the  Jewish  scripture,  pour  scorn 
on  and  ridicule  idols  as  stupid  and  absurd,  and  criticise  the  idol-makers  as  equally 
190  Although  the  first  two  commandments  are  not  explicitly  stated,  the  frequent  reference  to  the  law  or  holy 
law  of  the  great  God  must  be  taken  to  include  the  ten  commandments;  cf.  3.275-76  where  humanity's 
disobedience  is  to  the  `holy  laws'  of  the  immortal  God. 139 
stupid.  There  appear  to  be  some  common  emphases  among  all  the  Jewish  authors;  but 
there  are  also  differences  in  emphasis.  In  fact,  what  we  have  seen  above  reflects 
different  emphases  on  the  different  aspects  of  idolatry.  And  our  definitions  of  idolatry 
as  set  out  in  chapter  two  are  not  always  taken  as  a  package.  In  other  words,  some 
Jewish  authors  would  emphasise  some  aspects  of  the  definitions  while  others 
emphasise  the  other  aspects. 
What  appears  to  be  the  common  grounds  of  the  above  Diaspora  Jews  for 
rejecting  idolatry  are:  (1)  the  true  God  of  the  Jews;  (2)  the  Jewish  law  (i.  e.  the  Jewish 
ancestral  custom/covenant),  particularly  the  first  two  commandments;  (3)  the  Isaianic 
tradition  that  critiques  idols  and  idol-makers. 
For  example,  Philo  and  the  author  of  Wis  appear  to  emphasise  the  definition  of 
idolatry  as  misrepresenting  God  visually  and  at  the  cognitive  level.  Philo  argues 
philosophically  and  draws  heavily  on  the  Jewish  scripture  to  press  home  his  points  and 
advocates  the  Torah  as  the  basis  for  condemning  idolatry.  Philo's  approach  to  idolatry 
further  includes  one's  passions.  For  example,  his  description  of  Gaius'  efforts  in 
making  himself  a  God  reveals  that  he  views  those  efforts  as  Gaius'  passions  for 
idolatry.  Similarly,  he  refers  to  the  passions  of  the  poor  in  begging  for  alms 
(especially  money)  at  the  gates  of  the  wealthy  as  idolatry.  The  author  of  Wis,  on  the 
other  hand,  adopts  an  approach  that  is  basically  a  polemic  targeted  at  an  inner  circle. 
Through  their  critiques,  we  are  able  to  see  that  Philo  and  the  author  of  Wis  seem  to 
view  the  Jewish  conception  of  the  true  God  as  universally  applicable  to  all  humanity. 
Josephus  differs  from  Philo  and  the  author  of  Wis  in  both  his  approach  and 
emphasis.  For  Josephus,  the  approach  to  idolatry  can  be  seen  in  his  constant 
application  of  the  scripture  to  the  life  in  the  Hellenistic  world.  He  picks  out  from 
aspects  of  the  Jewish  scripture  to  argue  against  the  idolatrous  Hellenistic  way  of  life. 140 
He  neither  approaches  idolatry  from  an  purely  intellectual  perspective,  nor  aims  at  the 
inner  circle  of  Jews.  Rather,  he  uses  scripture  but  at  the  same  time  embellishes  the 
biblical  account  so  as  to  make  it  fit  his  contemporary  world.  This  is  seen  particularly 
in  his  use  of  the  Num  25  incident.  The  behaviour  of  the  Israelite  youths  is  described  as 
a  `transgression'  against  the  ancestral  customs  and  laws.  Such  an  emphasis  provides 
the  ground  for  his  rejection  of  the  Israelite  youths'  behaviour  as  idolatrous  -  the 
second  aspect  of  our  first  category  of  definition  of  idolatry.  But  Josephus  also 
emphasises  the  second  category  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  - 
misrepresenting/dishonouring  God.  Idol-making,  Egyptian  animal  worship,  the  Greek 
Gods,  and  emperor  worship  all  receive  severe  critique  from  Josephus. 
Joseph  and  Aseneth  represents  yet  another  approach,  which  critiques  idolatry 
through  a  comparison  between  the  true  God  of  the  Jews  and  the  idols  of  Aseneth.  This 
comparison  and  contrast  is  further  seen  in  the  lives  of  both  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  the 
praiseworthy  God  of  Joseph  and  the  condemnable  idols  and  Egyptian  Gods  of 
Aseneth.  One  of  the  key  terms  used  for  condemning  idolatry  is  `alien'.  For  the  author 
of  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  the  Gods  and  idols  of  Aseneth  are  described  as  `alien',  while 
the  God  of  Joseph  is  the  true  God.  And  throughout,  Joseph  is  described  in  favourable 
terms  while  Aseneth  is  a  miserable  person  until  her  conversion.  What  we  see  here  is 
an  emphasis  on  the  `alienness'  of  idolatry,  which  fits  the  first  category  of  the  definition 
of  idolatry  set  out  by  Halbertal  and  Margalit  in  chapter  two.  The  `God  Most  High' 
also  receives  a  strong  emphasis,  and  this  conception  of  God  serves  as  a  ground  for  the 
author  to  reject  idolatry. 
The  last  Jewish  author  is  that  of  the  Sibylline  Oracles  in  which  the  Sibyl  pours 
scorn  on  idols  and  idolatry.  This  last  author  represents  a  less  intellectual  negation  and 
critique  of  idolatry,  compared  to  Philo  and  the  author  of  Wis.  The  approach  of  the 141 
Sibyl  differs  from  all  the  above  Jewish  authors.  The  author  of  Sibylline  Oracles  adopts 
an  approach  that  does  not  discuss  idolatry,  but  simply  makes  `prophetic'  and 
`polemical'  utterances  against  idolatry.  The  Sibyl  simply  states  `propositions'  without 
elaboration,  and  is  not  concerned  about  the  intellectual  aspect  of  her  critique. 
Throughout,  the  true  God  is  described  as  the  great  God  who  cannot  be  represented. 
And  this  conception  of  the  true  God  is  that  he  is  `immortal',  `eternal',  `imperishable', 
`the  great  God',  `the  begetter',  and  `ruler  of  all'.  The  second  category  of 
misrepresenting/dishonouring  the  true  God  receives  much  emphasis. 
The  interesting  point  to  note  is  that  all  the  Jewish  authors  discussed  above  seem 
to  employ  the  first  two  commandments  to  varying  degrees,  some  explicit  and  others 
not  so  explicit.  To  this  end,  the  Num  25  incident  is  being  used  with  a  twist  by 
Josephus  who  added  many  more  details  not  found  in  the  LXX.  The  story  serves  to 
highlight  the  fact  that  the  covenant  God  of  Israel  is  the  reason  for  Jews  to  reject  other 
Gods. 
In  a  similar  vein,  those  LXX  texts  on  `idolatry'  discussed  in  the  previous 
chapter,  such  as  Ezek  2.3-7,  Jer  2.1-23,  Isa  46.1-13,  often  use  the  language  of 
`whoring'  to  describe  `unfaithfulness'.  What  we  see  in  the  above  Jewish  authors  who 
criticise  idolatry  as  `unfaithfulness'  is  that  there  is  an  absence  of  such  language. 
Instead,  the  criticism  tends  to  be  direct  and  the  grounds  are  usually  made  explicit.  The 
use  of  the  Isaianic  tradition  in  Isa  44.9-20  is  also  worth  mentioning  at  this  point.  This 
LXX  text  is  being  used  as  a  basis  for  almost  all  the  criticisms  of  idols,  their  origin,  and 
the  idol-makers.  And  when  this  is  seen  together  with  the  second  commandment,  our 
Jewish  authors  have  indeed  demonstrated  a  clear  basis  for  the  rejection  of  idolatry. 
While  the  above  Diaspora  Jews  reflect  a  negative  attitude  towards  idolatry, 
there  are  possible  loopholes  that  are  liable  to  exploitation.  For  example,  both  Philo's 142 
and  Wisdom  of  Solomon's  critiques  and  emphasis  can  leave  room  for  idolatry,  as  it  is 
entirely  possible  for  a  person  who  does  not  make  any  objects  for  worship,  nor  confuse 
the  true  God  with  nature,  to  visit  the  temple  of  Pan.  191  Similarly,  while  Josephus 
appears  to  have  covered  quite  a  wide  area  of  idolatry,  the  whole  question  of  action  and 
intention  is  left  out.  In  other  words,  Jews  who  remain  relatively  free  from  Josephus' 
criticism  can  possibly  accommodate  to  idolatry  in  terms  of  their  intention  or  action. 
For  example,  they  may  confuse  God  with  nature  or  demons  at  the  cognitive  level, 
without  actually  becoming  idolatrous  in  the  way  Josephus  defines  or  critiques  idolatry. 
It  seems  that  Josephus'  emphasis  is  mostly  on  the  direct  worship  of  idols,  so  that  the 
lack  of  emphasis  on  association  with  idols,  such  as  eating  idol  food  at  the  pagan 
temple,  creates  a  loophole  for  Jews  to  accommodate  to  idolatry  without  appearing  to 
be  so.  As  for  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  the  simple  and  direct  account  of  the  story  allows 
Jews  to  misrepresent  God  visually,  since  it  is  the  `alien'  Gods  that  the  author  is 
opposing.  In  the  case  of  The  Sibylline  Oracles,  the  lack  of  emphasis  on  the  possibility 
of  Jews  turning  away  from  Yahweh  to  `alien'  Gods  leaves  room  for  Jews  to  accept  that 
while  there  is  only  one  true  God,  he  can  be  the  same  God  as  that  of  other  religions,  for 
example,  Zeus.  Conceptually,  one  can  think  of  the  great  God  of  the  Jews  as  the  same 
as  the  Gods  of  others,  just  that  he  has  a  different  name. 
While  there  are  loopholes/chinks,  at  times,  what  is  ambiguous  can  also  be 
exploited.  For  example,  the  use  of  a  paganjuridical  formula  which  invokes  the  name 
of  a  pagan  God  can  be  ambiguous  enough  for  some  Jews  to  have  no  difficulty  with  its 
use.  These  will  be  our  discussion  in  the  next  chapter. 
191  See  chapter  4.6.1  below. 143 
CHAPTER  FOUR 
JEWS  AND  TIDE  WORSHIP  OF  TIIE  GODS 
4.1  Introduction 
We  have  seen  in  the  last  chapter  that  Jewish  authors  in  the  Second  Temple  period 
generally  reflect  a  negative  stance  towards  idolatry  and  concluded  that  they  view  idolatry 
as  an  act  of  unfaithfulness  to  the  true  God  and  a  break  from  their  ancestral  tradition.  The 
worship  of  idols  is  seen  as  a  disloyal  and  dishonouring  act  to  the  covenant  God  of 
Moses.  Most  of  them  hold  the  theme  of  the  true  God  and  the  law,  while  some  also 
reflect  the  Isaianic  tradition  in  their  critique  of  idolatry.  These  authors  argue  vehemently 
against  idolatry  and  oftentimes  ridicule  both  the  Gentile  idols/Gods  and  the  idol-makers. 
While  such  a  view  suggests  a  Diaspora  Judaism  that  was  clearly  anti-pagan  and 
anti-idolatry,  we  need  to  ask  whether  this  defines  Judaism  on  idolatry  as  a  whole,  or 
whether  it  represents  only  one  aspect  of  Judaism  with  other  sections  of  Judaism  adopting 
a  different  stance.  In  chapter  three  we  have  noticed  that  the  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out 
by  Halbertal  and  Margalit  are  not  always  adopted  as  a  package,  and  that  there  are 
loopholes/chinks  in  the  different  emphases  of  the  Diaspora  Jews  whom  we  examined.  In 
other  words,  there  were  different  views  about  what  constituted  idolatry.  Moreover,  there 
is  evidence,  both  literary  and  archaeological,  to  suggest  that  there  remain  ambiguities  in 
the  definitions  of  idolatry.  Even  within  the  LXX,  idolatry  is  not  always  clearly  defined, 
with  the  exception  of  the  first  two  commandments  which  in  themselves  are  limited  in 
scope.  The  differences  in  emphasis  and  ambiguities  mean  that  different  Jews  could 
behave  in  a  manner  they  do  not  consider  idolatrous  but  which  is  considered  idolatrous  by 
others. 
In  this  chapter,  we  will  examine  some  of  these  examples  to  see  how  they  may 
enlighten  our  understanding  of  Second  Temple  Judaism  and  how  they  may  serve  as 144 
parallels  to  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10,  who  display  a  benign  attitude  towards  the  pagan 
Gods,  and  their  willingness  to  attend  pagan  temples  and  participate  in  cultic  meals.  In 
other  words,  are  there  Jewish  parallels  in  the  Second  Temple  period  in  terms  of  thought, 
attitudes,  or  actions,  or  a  combination  of  these,  to  those  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10? 
We  will  begin  with  an  examination  of  Exod  22.27,  its  understanding  by  Philo 
and  Josephus,  and  whether  it  might  serve  as  a  parallel  to  the  understanding  of  the 
`strong'.  This  will  be  followed  by  a  discussion  of  the  Letter  ofAristeas  which  will  show 
that  it  is  possible  for  Jews  to  adopt  an  accommodating  attitude  towards  other  Gods,  at  a 
cognitive  level.  We  will  then  discuss  the  use  of  the  term  `Theos  Hypsistos'  among  Jews 
and  Gentiles,  which  will  reveal  a  possible  conceptual  overlap  about  God  between  Jews 
and  Gentiles.  This  will  raise  the  question  whether  at  a  cognitive  level  an 
accommodating  attitude  and  conceptual  overlap  about  God  might  also  serve  as  a  parallel 
to  the  `strong'.  Next,  we  will  examine  Artapanus  who  represents  an  example  of  a  Jew 
who  accommodated  to  other  religious  traditions,  particularly  the  Egyptian  cultural  and 
religious  traditions.  Finally,  we  will  look  at  actual  examples  of  accommodation  and 
participation  by  Jews  in  idolatry  from  literary  and  inscriptional  sources.  These 
discussions  will  raise  the  question  of  how  ambiguities  in  different  definitions  of  idolatry 
might  be  exploited,  ranging  from  a  cognitive/conceptual  level  to  a  practical  level.  And 
such  ambiguities  may  also  raise  the  question  as  to  how  those  Jews  who  accommodated 
to  idolatry  could  serve  as  parallels  to  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10. 
4.2  LXX  Exod  22.27a 
4.2.1  What  does  the  LXX  ban  in  Exod  22.27a  teach? 
The  Hebrew  text  of  Exod  22.27a  is  55pn  W7  0ýý. 
vs 
which  is  rendered  in  most 
English  translations  as  `you  shall  not  revile  God'  (NJB,  REB,  RSV,  NRSV),  with  the 
exception  of  the  King  James'  Version  and  the  Vulgate  which  follow  the  LXX:  `Thou 145 
shalt  not  revile  the  Gods'.  1  However,  the  LXX  translates  it  as  follows:  Oeoig  ob 
KOLKO%AY1ý6ELC,...  The  use  of  the  plural  Ocot  in  the  LXX  is  intriguing  and  calls  for  a 
closer  look. 
In  Exod  20.2,  the  singular  OeÖS  is  used  while  the  plural  Ocot  is  used  in  Exod 
20.3,  even  though  the  same  Hebrew  word 
.t 
is  used  in  both  verses.  Similarly,  the 
Hebrew  ýýýýý  t  is  used  in  Exod  23.32  and  is  translated  in  the  LXX  as  Ocot,  with  the 
context  clearly  pointing  to  the  Gods  of  the  nations.  But  there  is  no  clear  indication  in 
Exod  22.27a  that  points  to  the  Gods  of  the  nations  so  that  the  rendering  of  11.  -1"7  as 
OeovS  in  the  LXX  seems  puzzling.  Why  did  the  translators  do  this? 
van  der  Horst  argues  that  the  translators  `wilfully  made  the  text  say  what  it  now 
says',  that  is,  one  should  not  criticise  other  people's  Gods  whom  the  Jews  encountered 
daily  in  Alexandria.  2  His  suggestion  that  the  background  to  the  LXX  rendering  is  a 
genuine  desire  for  tolerance  towards  other  religions  is  highly  plausible. 
What  is  clear  is  that  Exod  22.27a  (LXX)  prohibits  `cursing'  (in  the  Hebrew)  or 
`criticising'  (in  the  Greek)  other  people's  Gods.  And  those  who  read  the  Greek  version 
of  the  Pentateuch  were  mostly  Hellenised  Jews  who  did  not  speak  or  read  Hebrew. 
Could  it  be  possible  that  the  LXX  command  was  meant  to  advise  the  Jews  at  least  not  to 
criticise  the  Gods  of  the  Gentiles?  And  if  this  is  possible,  could  it  not  be  possible  that  on 
this  basis  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10  were  exercising  a  certain  restraint  towards  other 
people's  Gods,  at  least  in  terms  of  speech?  But  this  is  preceded  by  another  question: 
were  the  `strong'  aware  of  the  LXX  prohibition?  Could  what  Exod  22.27a  commands 
serve  as  a  parallel  to  the  non-critique  of  idols  on  the  part  of  the  `strong'?  Before 
proceeding  to  this,  we  will  discuss  Josephus'  and  Philo's  use  of  the  LXX  ban. 
van  der  Horst  1994:  112. 
2  van  der  Horst  1994:  112f. 146 
4.2.2  The  use  of  the  LXX  ban  in  Exod  22.27a  by  Philo  and  Josephus 
In  Spec  1.53,  Philo  advises  proselytes  against  reviling  the  Gods  whom  others 
acknowledge  so  that  others  would  not  reciprocate  in  kind  and  so  profane  the  true  God. 
Further  in  Mos  2.203-205,  Philo  explains  Lev  24.15-16  (LXX)  in  the  light  of  Exod 
22.27a  by  saying  that  anyone  who  names  the  name  of  the  Lord  commits  a  sin  punishable 
by  death,  whereas  anyone  who  curses  God  bears  only  the  guilt  of  the  sin.  Since  the  two 
sins  appear  to  have  disproportionate  punishments,  i.  e.  naming  the  Lord's  name  receives 
a  more  severe  punishment  than  cursing  God,  the  former  must  refer  to  the  only  God  while 
the  latter  the  Gods.  Then,  in  QE  2.5,  Philo's  answer  to  why  Exod  22.27a  forbids  reviling 
other  Gods  provides  three  reasons:  (1)  praise  is  always  better  than  curse  (or  revilement); 
(2)  criticism  of  each  other's  Gods  always  leads  to  war,  whereas  the  Law  is  peaceable; 
and  (3)  restraint  from  reviling  others'  Gods  may  lead  to  a  reciprocation  in  kind  from 
others,  i.  e.  they  may  speak  well  of  the  true  and  living  God  3  Thus,  Philo's  plea  to  God- 
believing  Gentiles  not  to  revile  other  Gods  seems  to  be  motivated  by  a  belief  in  peace 
between  different  religious  traditions,  and  a  desire  always  to  ensure  that  the  true  and 
living  God  is  well  spoken  of.  His  concerns  are  therefore  different  from  those  in  Decal 
93  4 
Josephus  is  another  Jewish  author  who  applies  the  LXX  ban  in  Exod  22.27a  as  it 
is.  In  CAp  2.237,  he  declares  his  preference  to  pay  attention  to  the  Jewish  Law  over  the 
investigation  of  Gentile  religious  traditions.  He  explains  that  even  Moses  explicitly  bans 
3  Goldenberg  1997:  385,  on  the  basis  of  Spec  1.53  and  Mos  2.205,  adds  one  more:  the  name  `God' 
should  never  be  taken  lightly,  even  when  it  is  wrongly  applied;  see  also  Golderberg  1998:  68. 
4  In  Decal  93,  Philo  states  that  those  who  take  an  oath  should  ensure  that  their  soul  is  pure  from 
lawlessness,  their  body  from  pollution,  and  their  tongue  from  evil  speaking.  With  regard  to  the  tongue, 
he  says  that  `it  would  be  sacrilege  to  employ  the  mouth  by  which  one  pronounces  the  holiest  of  all 
names,  to  utter  any  words  of  shame'  (ob  ydp  öatov,  6i  ov  atdµatio;  tö  iepu5tatiov  övoµa 
itpoc  petiat  -Ti;,  Std  toütiou  ý0  yyea0at  tit  'twv  ai.  axpoiv).  In  the  light  of  his  comments  on  the 
ban  in  Exod  22.27a,  it  indicates  clearly  that  Philo  disapproves  of  the  use  of  the  tongue  for  reviling  other 
peoples'  Gods.  For  since  the  tongue  is  meant  for  honouring  the  true  God,  reviling  other  people's  Gods 
will  only  render  one's  honour  and  praise  of  the  true  God  oüx  äatov! 147 
the  derision  or  blasphemy  of  others'  Gods  out  of  respect  for  the  word  `God'.  Elsewhere 
in  Ant  4.207,  Josephus  cites  the  Law  as  prohibiting  the  blasphemy  of  the  Gods  others 
revere.  In  an  earlier  citation,  Ant  4.202,  the  blasphemy  of  the  one  true  God  is  punishable 
by  death,  whereas  in  Ant  4.207,  no  such  punishment  is  suggested  at  all.  This  means  for 
Josephus  there  is  still  a  difference  between  blaspheming  the  true  God  and  the  Gods,  a 
position  similar  to  that  of  Philo.  The  reason  for  the  different  punishments  is  again  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  true  God  is distinguished  from  the  Gods. 
While  it  is  not  clear  why  LXX  renders  Exod  22.27a  the  way  it  does,  it  is 
sometimes  explained  from  an  apologetic  angle.  For  example,  in  QE  2.5  Philo  asks,  `Do 
they  still  accuse  the  divine  law  of  breaking  down  the  customs  of  others?  '  and  goes  on  to 
say  that  not  only  does  the  Law  lend  support  to  those  who  worship  different  Gods,  but  it 
also  `muzzles  and  restrains  its  own  disciples'.  Such  an  idea  of  the  Jewish  Law  giving 
support  to  Gentiles  who  worship  different  Gods  while  restraining  its  own  followers 
provides  an  example  of  Jewish  tolerance  towards  idol-worshippers.  And  it  suggests  that 
there  were  Jews  who  might  be  more  inclined  towards  a  more  positive  interpretation  of 
the  Scriptures  when  other  Gods  were  mentioned.  Philo's  own  view  might  serve  as  a 
basis  for  other  Jews  to  be  self-restrained.  And  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suggest  that  the 
rendering  of  D'1ý7  t  of  Exod  22.27a  in  LXX  as  Oeouq  was  apologetically  motivated. 
Interestingly,  even  though  Philo  and  Josephus  cite  the  same  apologetic  purpose  for  the 
LXX  ban,  as  shown  above,  they  continue  to  find  excuses  for  reviling  others'  Gods.  5  But 
others  who  read  them  might  judge  their  comments  on  Exod  22.27a  worthy  of 
consideration  and  perhaps  acceptance. 
'  E.  g.  Josephus,  CAp  2.74;  2.237-38;  Philo,  Spec  1.12-31.  Even  in  QE  2.5  itself,  Philo  criticises  others' 
religious  traditions  by  saying  that  they  are  'deluded  about  their  own  native  Gods  and  because  of  custom 
believe  to  be  inerrant  truth  what  is  falsely  created  error,...  ';  cf.  Decal  52-81. 148 
Goldenberg  has  argued  that  the  ban  was  not  obeyed  by  the  Jews,  6  as  may  be  seen 
in  the  violent  destruction  of  the  pagan  shrines  during  the  Maccabean  revolt.  He  further 
cites  Goodenough's  argumentation  that  the  excuse  of  not  being  familiar  with  the  Greek 
translation  of  the  Torah  is  not  available  to  Jews  in  Alexandria  and  Cyrene  who  behaved 
equally  violently  towards  the  pagan  religious  institutions  later,  when  tensions  between 
Jews  and  pagans  broke  out  into  open  war.  He  concludes  that  the  lack  of  references  about 
the  obedience  to  the  LXX  ban  suggests  that  the  Jews  might  not  even  be  aware  of  the  ban. 
However,  the  fact  that  the  LXX  contains  so  much  criticism  of  idolatry  shows  that  the 
violent  actions  against  pagans  and  their  Gods  need  not  be  an  indication  of  the  lack  of 
awareness  of  the  ban.  Moreover,  social  circumstances  might  make  one  less  inclined  to 
observe  the  ban.  For  example,  Josephus  and  Philo  know  about  the  ban  but  pay  mere  lip- 
service  to  it,  as  seen  above.  Thus,  the  LXX  ban  can  be  used  or  ignored  -  it  is  liable  to  be 
used  in  a  situation  of  social-religious  accommodation. 
4.2.3  Were  the  `strong'  aware  of  LXX  Exod  22.27a? 
There  are  at  least  four  possible  reasons  for  their  awareness.  First,  if  the  `strong' 
in  Corinth  had  Jewish  influence,  they  would  have  been  exposed  to  the  Jewish  Scriptures 
which,  in  all  probability,  was  the  LXX,  7  since  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  mostly  knew  Greek 
and  not  Hebrew.  8 
6  Goldenberg  1997:  387. 
7  The  LXX  version  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures  which  the  `strong'  know  would  probably  be  the 
Alexandrian  version,  i.  e.  the  work  of  the  Alexandrian  Jews,  since  that  translation  is  our  earliest  known 
translation  of  the  OT;  the  other  versions  such  as  those  of  Aquila,  Theodotion  and  Symmachus  belong  to 
a  date  much  too  late  to  fit  in  the  period  under  our  discussion.  The  earliest  possibility  would  be  Aquila's 
translation.  But  since  he  is  known  to  have  studied  under  R.  Akiba  who  began  teaching  only  in  95CE,  his 
(Aquila's)  translation  would  not  even  have  come  into  existence  during  the  period  when  the  `strong'  in 
Corinth  and  Paul  had  their  exchange  over  the  issue  of  idolatry.  For  a  good  survey  of  the  various  Greek 
translations  of  the  OT,  see  Swete  1914. 
$  An  example  is  the  Jews  of  Alexandria  in  Egypt.  Feldman  1993:  51-52  points  out  that  less  than  a 
century  after  the  founding  of  the  city  by  Alexander,  the  Aramaic  speaking  Jews  began  to  speak  Greek, 
pray  in  Greek,  sing  Greek  Psalms,  write  in  Greek,  produce  Greek  literature  and  think  in  Greek.  Hence 
the  Egyptian  Jews  found  it  necessary  to  have  the  Torah  translated  into  Greek.  According  to  Swete 
1914:  21,  the  Pentateuch  LXX  would  likely  date  from  the  period  of  the  third  and  second  centuries  BCE, 
on  the  basis  that  some  peculiar  words  and  forms  of  the  LXX  are  found  to  be  common  with  Egyptian 149 
Second,  the  decision  of  the  translators  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  in  rendering  the 
Hebrew  0ýý1ý7  t  as  the  plural  Osoi  q  would  have  been  a  familiar  one,  so  that  Greek 
speaking  Jews  were  more  likely  to  be  aware  of  the  ban.  This  is because,  as  van  der 
Horst  has  noted,  the  translators'  rendering  of  the  Hebrew  D'  *t  as  Owl'  )q  was  inspired 
by  apologetic  motives,  i.  e.  to  paint  Moses  in  a  good  light 
.9 
This  is  due,  perhaps,  to  the 
negative  portrayal  of  Moses  by  pagan  writers  such  as  Manetho  who  represented  Moses 
as  a  leprous  Jew  who  led  the  invasion  of  Egypt  (CAp  1.227-50).  10  Given  the  religious 
tension  between  Jews  and  Gentiles,  such  apologetic  efforts  would  have  been 
commonplace. 
Third,  the  constant  charges  and  accusations  of  pagans  against  the  yews  would 
have  made  any  serious-minded  Jew  want  to  search  for  an  answer  or  at  least  some 
guidance  about  other  Gods.  '  1  The  LXX  ban  in  Exod  22.27a  could  serve  as  an  alternative 
for  Jews  who  wished  to  seek  harmony  with  their  Gentile  neighbours.  Further,  the  fact 
that  both  Philo  and  Josephus  have  independently  made  use  of  Exod  22.27a  (LXX) 
Greek  during  this  period.  See  also  Schürer  III.  474ff  for  a  discussion  of  the  development  of  the  LXX  and 
its  subsequent  history.  The  Roman  world  by  the  first  century  was  thoroughly  hellenised  (Fee  1987:  2), 
not  to  mention  that  Corinth  was  historically  Greek.  Further,  there  is  no  evidence  for  the  use  of  Hebrew 
by  Diaspora  Jews  till  later,  possibly  in  the  second  century  CE  when  the  Hebrew  language  increasingly 
gained  influence  and  recognition  among  Hellenistic  Jews. 
9  van  der  Horst  1994:  113f. 
10  Gager  1972:  117  argues  that  such  an  identification  of  Moses  with  the  invaders  became  a  permanent 
fixture  in  Alexandrian  literature.  This  is  an  interesting  observation  as  other  writers  such  as  Lysimachus 
(Josephus,  C  Ap  1.304-11)  and  Apollonius  Molon  (C  Ap  2.145),  together  with  Apion,  are  also 
represented  in  Josephus  as  denigrating  Moses,  although  Josephus  probably  only  summarised  their 
positions.  Although  these  represent  only  those  anti-Moses  elements,  they  could  have  spread  to  other 
parts  of  Asia  Minor  and  such  anti-Moses  elements  were  later  seen  in  authors  such  as  Quintilian,  Tacitus 
and  Juvenal.  For  a  discussion  of  their  treatments  of  Moses,  see  Gager  1972:  80-86. 
11  Philo  (Legal  120)  reports  that  the  masses  in  Alexandria  hated  the  Jews  for  sometime  so  that  when  the 
issue  of  emperor  worship  became  a  subject  for  further  hatred,  the  masses  simply  let  loose.  Feldman 
(1993:  114)  observes  that  among  other  factors  the  more  immediate  was  the  Gentiles'  accusation  against 
the  Jews  of  being  unpatriotic  as  they  refused  to  engage  in  the  veneration  of  the  imperial  cult.  Further, 
we  are  told  that  Apion,  in  arguing  against  Jews'  citizenship  in  Alexandria,  accuses  the  Jews  of  not 
worshipping  the  same  Gods  as  the  Alexandrians  (Josephus,  CAp  2.66).  Jews  in  other  Hellenistic  cities 
faced  similar  problems  from  their  Gentile  counterparts  so  much  so  that  two  Roman  rulers  Caesar  and 
Augustus  had  to  pass  various  decrees  to  protect  the  Jews  and  allow  them  the  right  to  practise  their 
religion;  see  for  example  Josephus  Ant  14.185-267  and  16.160-79.  See  also  Schürer  111.1  16f,  nn33  and 
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indicates  that  inter-religious  relationships  were  a  hot  issue  and  that  some  Jews  in  the 
Diaspora  would  in  general  be  more  willing  to  restrain  themselves  as  much  as  possible,  so 
long  as  they  were  allowed  to  remain  loyal  to  their  ancestral  tradition.  12  Thus,  the  self- 
discipline  of  the  `strong'  in  terms  of  their  speech  can  be  seen  in  their  not  openly 
criticising  pagan  religious  traditions;  their  statement  in  1  Cor  8.4  that  `idols  are  nothing 
in  the  world'  should  be  understood  as  part  of  an  internal  dialogue  between  them  and 
Paul,  which  does  not  constitute  a  public  criticism  of  Gentile  Gods. 
It  is  necessary  to  raise  another  question.  If  the  Jewish-influenced  `strong' 
Corinthians  were  obedient  to  the  LXX  ban,  why  did  they  not  also  obey  the  second 
commandment  which  bans  the  worship  of  other  Gods  and  idols?  In  other  words,  their 
obedience  to  the  LXX  command  and  their  attendance  at  pagan  temples  do  not  seem  to 
match.  Could  it  be  that  their  understanding  of  the  true  God  actually  differs  from  those 
who  are  opposed  to  idolatry?  We  shall  now  turn  to  consider  this  possibility. 
4.3  Identification  of  the  true  God  with  other  Gods  -  Letter  ofAristeas 
The  Letter  ofAristeas  represents  an  example  of  a  Jewish  accommodating  attitude 
to  the  religious  traditions  of  Gentiles.  This  is  seen  in  Pseudo-Aiisteas'  attempt  at 
identifying  the  God  of  the  Jews  with  Zeus,  which  could  be  considered  an  act  of 
dishonouring  God,  based  on  some  of  the  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two 
above,  particularly  that  of  cognitive  error,  that  is,  mixing  Yahweh  with  other  Gods.  This 
does  not  mean,  however,  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  has  abandoned  his  Jewish  distinctions,  as 
may  be  seen  throughout  the  letter.  But  it  is  in  the  midst  of  the  `letter'  that  Pseudo- 
Aristeas'  accommodating  stance  is  subtly  revealed,  particularly  sections  15-16  where  his 
openness  to  pagan  religions  is  the  most  explicit. 
12  Goldenberg  1998:  63  ff  observes  that  during  the  same  period  of  Jewish  opposition  to  other  religions 
there  was  a  parallel  track  which  shows  that  other  Jews  sought  various  means  of  accommodating  to  the 
religions  of  their  neighbours. 151 
The  Letter  ofAristeas  seems  to  suggest  that  the  event  described  in  the  Letter  took 
place  during  the  reign  of  Ptolemy  II  Philadelphus  (285-246  BCE)  but  the  story  is  now 
recognised  as  a  legend  among  scholars.  13  The  work,  though  legendary,  also  reflects 
some  possible  historical  actuality  in  that  a  translation  of  the  Jewish  Law  into  Greek  in 
Alexandria  in  the  third  century  BCE  is known.  14  Thus,  while  the  contents  of  the  Letter 
may  not  be  historical,  the  author  would  probably  have  written  after  the  mid  third  century, 
and  possibly  come  from  Alexandria.  15  The  date  of  the  Letter  remains  in  dispute.  Collins 
has  argued  that  the  Letter  may  be  dated  in  the  time  of  Physcon,  around  early  to  mid 
second  century  BCE,  based  on  the  mention  of  the  liberation  of  Jewish  slaves  in  the 
beginning  of  the  Letter.  16  Thus,  Collins  and  others  follow  Bickermann  who  argues  for  a 
date  between  145  and  127  BCE.  17 
Although  the  name  Aristeas  is  Greek,  18  his  Jewish  identity  is  easily  discernible  in 
his  concerns  with  the  law  (31,144,139-40),  and  the  importance  he  attaches  to  Jewish 
"  Collins  1983:  98,  n92;  cf.  Boccaccini  1991:  164  who  rightly  points  out  that  the  translation  of  the  Law  is 
only  a  frame  for  `a  quite  complex,  profoundly  consistent,  and  articulated  system  of  thought  that  still  asks 
to  be  explored  and  identified  in  its  entirety'.  Thus,  even  though  a  legend,  Letter  ofAristeas  still  serves 
as  a  window  through  which  one  can  gain  insight  into  Jewish  thought. 
14  Schürer  111.677. 
's  It  is  most  probably  dated  between  the  early  and  mid  second  century  BCE;  see  below.  The  idea  that  the 
author  is  probably  an  Egyptian  who  comes  from  Alexandria  is  based  on  his  detailed  knowledge  of 
Ptolemaic  court  life;  see  Bickermann  1930:  280-98;  cf.  Fraser  1972,1:  698-703  and  Gruen  1998:  211. 
16  Collins  1983:  82-84  bases  this  argument  on  the  explanation  that  after  the  death  of  Philometor,  the  Jews 
from  the  land  of  Onias  continued  to  support  Cleopatra  11  against  Physcon  (see  Fraser  1972,1:  119-23). 
However,  since  Physcon  triumphed,  the  Jews  were  in  a  difficult  situation.  It  was  not  until  118  BCE 
when  a  decree  of  amnesty  was  issued.  Collins  therefore  suggests  that  the  account  of  the  liberation  of  the 
Jewish  slaves  in  Pseudo-Aristeas  may  have  been  meant  as  a  subtle  appeal  to  the  king  by  commending 
the  generosity  of  his  ancestor,  or  designed  to  reassure  the  Jews  of  the  general  goodness  of  the  monarchy 
and  to  suggest  that  the  threat  to  Jews  was  due  to  other  factors  such  as  the  greed  of  the  soldiers  or  the 
impulse  of  the  mob  (Let.  Aris.  14,27). 
1'  Bickermann  1930:  280-98.  Cf.  Schürer  111.679-84,  and  Gruen  1998:  210,  and  n76. 
18  There  are  various  reasons  for  the  adoption  of  a  Greek  name.  He  is  apparently  a  very  acculturated  Jew 
in  Alexandria  as  may  be  seen  in  the  display  of  his  well-educated  command  of  the  Greek  language  and 
the  plentiful  literary  topoi  in  the  Letter.  Thus,  Gruen  1998:  211  comments  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  an 
intellectual  (202)  who  is  well  acquainted  with  the  procedures  at  the  highest  levels,  familiar  with  royal 
practices  with  regard  to  the  issuing  of  decrees,  understands  the  court  protocol,  is  thoroughly  conversant 
with  the  court  arrangements  required  for  formal  banquets,  knows  the  secretarial  exactness  of  the  records 
of  Ptolemy's  `every  word  and  deed';  and  whose  collection  of  all  the  various  materials,  documents  and 
speeches  indicates  him  to  be  a  writer  of  'unusual  imagination'.  The  Greek  name  in  itself  reflects 152 
separateness  (181-84,139),  not  to  mention  one  of  the  central  themes  of  the  letter:  the 
translation  of  the  Law. 
The  purpose  of  the  letter  has  not  been  totally  clear.  At  the  outset,  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  may  appear  to  tell  how  the  Jewish  Law  was  translated  into  Greek.  But  this  does 
not  seem  to  be  the  only  reason  for  the  letter.  19  Some  scholars  have  posited  that  the 
author  is  defending  Judaism  against  the  Gentile  world  as  may  be  seen  in  the  pro-Jewish, 
pro-law  effort  in  Aristeas'  description  of  the  king's  ready  acceptance  of  every  answer  to 
his  questions  during  the  question  and  answer  session  before  each  day's  banquet  20 
Others  are  of  the  opinion  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  addressing  the  letter  to  a  Jewish 
audience.  '  Bartlett  concludes  that  Pseudo-Aristeas'  letter  would  be  an  encouragement 
to  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  in  Alexandria  to  be  mutually  respectful  of  each  other,  and  a 
reassurance  to  Jewish  leaders  in  Palestine  that  under  a  friendly  Hellenistic  regime  their 
counterparts  in  Alexandria  could  still  live  in  conformity  to  the  Law.  22  Barclay  argues 
that  at  a  time  when  Jews  were  becoming  increasingly  prominent,  Pseudo-Aristeas 
creates  a  narrative  to  describe  the  kind  of  respect  Jews  in  elite  circles  could  enjoy  and  to 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  acculturation.  The  other  reason  is  possibly  that  by  working  through  a  Greek  name,  the 
author  creates  for  himself  a  narrator  who  is  both  directly  involved  in  the  story  as  well  as  a  nearby 
observer.  There  is  therefore  a  certain  degree  of  freedom  for  the  author  to  move  forward  and  backward, 
depending  on  when  and  what  he  wants  to  say  or  comment.  It  allows  him  to  be  a  party  involved  in  the 
political  conversation  as  well  as  a  bystander-commentator.  The  use  of  a  pseudonym  may  be  more 
effective,  therefore,  when  the  author  wants  to  say  positive  things  about  his  own  race,  i.  e.  the  Jews,  and 
their  Law  and  traditions,  not  least  when  the  pseudonym  is  that  of  the  pagans! 
19  The  story,  as  it  progresses,  seems  to  digress  into  an  exalted  praise  of  the  Temple,  the  priesthood, 
Jerusalem  and  Judaea,  the  high  priest's  vestments,  and  the  like  in  an  exaggerated  description  (e.  g.  the 
description  of  the  water  supply  within  the  Temple,  88-89;  cf.  Stinespring  1962:  549). 
20  Cf.  Bartlett  1985:  11-16. 
21  Bartlett  1985:  12-13  is  of  the  opinion  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  defending  the  authority  of  the  Greek 
translation  of  the  law,  together  with  the  whole  Diaspora,  against  the  negative  attitude  of  the  Palestinian 
Jews  who  are  ever  ready  to  accuse  the  Diaspora  Jews  of  what  to  them  is  a  compromising  tendency  in 
matters  of  the  law.  Barclay  1996:  148,  n49,  however,  points  out  the  implausibility  of  this  theory  as  it 
does  not  make  sense  for  Pseudo-Aristeas  to  disguise  himself  with  a  Greek  name.  Cf.  Gruen  1998:  212- 
14. 
22  Bartlett  1983:  16;  cf.  Gruen  1998:  220f  who  rightly  points  out  that  the  Letter  ofAristeas  is  a  complex, 
multi-layered,  piece  of  work  which  is  not  driven  by  any  single  purpose. 153 
explain  the  reasons  for  the  Jews'  differences  in  matters  of  religion,  morality  and  diet.  23 
Thus,  it  is  possible  that  the  Letter  ofAristeas  is  a  fictional  story  created  by  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  for  apologetic  as  well  as  reconciling  purposes,  among  others.  24 
It  may  be  that  some  of  these  reasons  coexist  side  by  side  and  they  provide  a 
larger  framework  for  understanding  Pseudo-Aristeas'  acculturation  and  open  attitude  to 
others'  religious  traditions.  The  question  before  us  is:  how  does  Pseudo-Aristeas  display 
his  openness  to  Gentile  religions  when  he  has  actually  filled  the  `letter'  with  so  much 
exaltation  of  the  Jews  and  Judaism?  Yet  precisely  because  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  such  an 
acculturated  Jew  who  at  the  same  time  remains  committed  to  his  Jewish  tradition,  his 
willingness  to  accommodate  the  religions  of  the  Gentile  world  in  which  he  lives  through 
the  creation  of  a  literary  figure  is  even  more  impressive.  In  the  following  I  shall 
examine  some  of  the  texts  in  the  Letter  and  show  how  they  may  reflect  an 
accommodating  stance  on  the  part  of  the  author. 
4.3.1  Religious  accommodation  in  Pseudo-Aristeas 
At  the  beginning,  Aristeas,  a  creation  of  the  author,  introduces  himself  as  one  of 
the  officials  in  Ptolemy's  court  who  was  also  one  of  the  members  of  the  embassy  sent  to 
Judaea.  While  discussing  the  proposal  to  send  an  embassy  to  Judaea,  Aristeas  took  the 
opportunity  to  request  from  the  king  the  release  of  the  Jews  captured  as  slaves  during  the 
king's  father's  reign  (12-14).  Aristeas'  address,  contained  in  two  simple  sections  (15- 
16),  reveals  much  about  Pseudo-Aristeas'  attitude  towards  pagan  deities.  First  he 
equates  the  God  of  the  Jews  with  the  God  who  directs  Ptolemy  Philadelphus'  kingdom 
(15).  This  may  be  variously  understood.  It  could  mean  that  the  God  of  the  Jews  is 
23  Barclay  1996:  148-49. 
24  Bartlett  1985:  16;  cf.  Barclay  1996:  148-49  and  149,  n51.  Gruen  1998:  221  argues  against  a  synthesis 
between  Judaism  and  Hellenism  promoted  by  scholars  such  as  Tcherikover  (1958:  70,82),  Hengel 
(1974,1:  264-65)  and  others  (see  Gruen  1998:  221,  n137).  He  proposes  that  the  Letter  ofAristeas 
implies  that  Jews  are  not  only  fully  at  home  in  the  Hellenistic  culture,  but  they  have  also  surmounted  it. 
Thus,  Gruen  does  not  think  that  Letter  ofAristeas  is  apologetic  in  the  sense  that  it  is  directed  at 
outsiders. 154 
equally  worshipped  by  the  king,  although  on  the  basis  of  this  statement  alone,  it  is 
unlikely.  It  could  also  mean  that  the  God  of  the  Jews  directs  all  other  kingdoms  without 
regard  to  these  kingdoms'  religious  devotion.  It  could  also  mean  that  there  is  no 
difference  between  the  Gods  of  the  different  religious  traditions.  But  this  may  be  as 
good  as  saying  that  there  is  only  one  God  whom  all  worship  except  that  different  peoples 
and  cultures  express  their  belief  in  this  God  differently.  Section  16  clarifies  what 
Pseudo-Aristeas  intends  to  suggest. 
In  section  16,  Aristeas  says,  `the  God  who  is  overseer  and  creator  of  all  things 
whom  they  (the  Jews)  worship  is  he  whom  all  humanity  worship,  but  we,  0  king,  call 
differently  as  Zeus  and  Dis'  (tiöv  ydp  mi'mwv  bift  my  xai  i  ttßtir1v  OEov  o&tot 
aeßovtiat,  Sv  xai  7rävticq,  TiµsiS  U,  ßaat?.  EÜ,  apoaovoµä4ovtie;  L"týpws 
Zfjva  xai  it(x,  16) 
. 
25  This  is  probably  the  most  explicit  statement  that  reveals 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  attitude.  The  implication  is  clear.  The  God  of  the  Jews  is  not  only 
being  universalised  in  this  statement,  but  more  significantly,  he  is  also  made  to  appear 
not  as  unique  since  the  Greeks  are  said  to  address  him  with  different  names. 
Although  putting  the  words  in  the  mouth  of  a  pagan  Aristeas  lessens  the 
significance  of  the  equation,  it  may  perhaps  be  the  only  way  in  which  a  Jew  like  the 
author  of  Letter  ofAristeas  could  make  that  equation.  Otherwise,  as  Goldenberg  rightly 
points  out,  26  since  Jews  do  `seem  generally  to  have  drawn  the  line  at  actually  calling 
their  God  by  the  name  of  a  pagan  deity',  it  would  have  been  probably  rejected  by  most 
Jews  reading  the  letter,  if  not  all.  And  the  fact  that  the  author  has  put  himself  into  a 
pagan  persona  might  suggest  that  he  does  not  wish  to  be  known  as  a  Jew.  Further,  since 
2$  Shutt  1985:  13  provides  a  mistranslation:  `These  people  worship  God  the  overseer  and  creator  of  all, 
whom  all  men  worship  including  ourselves,  0  King,  except  that  we  have  a  different  name.  Their  name 
for  him  is  Zeus  and  Jove'. 
26  Goldenberg  1998:  65. 155 
the  author  is  a  Jew,  such  an  equation,  though  made  through  a  Greek  figure,  must  reflect 
the  author's  own  accommodating  attitude  towards  the  Gentile  religions!  In  theory, 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  accommodation  seems  to  be  at  the  conceptual  level,  i.  e.  identifying  the 
Jews'  God  with  the  Gentiles'  God.  But  in  practice,  he  is  able  to  write  a  pseudonymous 
`letter'  in  which  to  express  his  religious  openness. 
In  section  19,  the  other  court  officials  are  represented  as  advising  the  king  to 
release  the  enslaved  Jews  as  a  thank-offering  to  `the  Most  High  God'  (ticiw  pcyiaixp 
0c45,19;  cf.  37).  This  phrase,  `the  Most  High  God',  could  mean  that  the  author  views 
the  God  of  these  pagan  officials  as  `the  Most  High',  or  that  `the  Most  High  God'  of  the 
Jews  is  the  one  whom  these  pagans  worship.  The  former  would  imply  that  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  is  pluralistic;  while  the  latter  suggests  that  he  sees  the  God  of  the  Jews  in  the 
Gods  of  the  pagans.  In  either  case,  there  is  an  attitude  less  strict  than  that  seen  in  Philo 
and  Wis;  and  in  either  case  the  exclusivist  and  negative  stance  appears  to  be  absent. 
Further,  Philadelphus  is  made  to  express  an  intention  to  do  a  `pious  action'  and  to 
dedicate  a  thank-offering  to  the  Most  High  God  (37).  The  author's  positive  description 
of  the  king's  religious  actions  not  only  reveals  his  positive  perception  of  the  king,  but 
more  significantly  his  attitude  towards  pagan  religions. 
In  section  42,  Eleazar  the  high  priest  is  said  to  read  king  Philadelphus'  letter  to 
the  whole  people  `in  order  that  they  might  know  your  pious  reverence  for  our  God'  (iva 
E15C06ty  fly  6x£LS  71  6q  t6v  e£ÖV  f  [L(Bv  £VQý  3etav).  This  is  a  subtle  recognition 
that  non-Jews  are  just  as  capable  of  worshipping  the  true  God  and  therefore  capable  of 
righteousness.  As  it  is,  Pseudo-Aristeas  has  made  clear  that  the  king  worships  Zeus  (16). 
But  here  in  section  42,  he  seems  to  make  a  distinction  by  making  Eleazar  say  `our  God' 
(tiöv  OcOv  ýji  iv).  This  is  in  reference  to  what  the  king  does  for  the  Jews  in  terms  of 
the  gifts  and  offerings  for  the  Temple  (40).  Thus,  the  king  views  his  `pious  action'  as 156 
done  unto  his  God,  i.  e.  Zeus;  while  the  high  priest  views  it  as  reverence  for  `our  God'  !  27 
While  it  may  appear  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  concerned  to  emphasise  `our  God'  as 
against  `their  God',  this  could  be  reversed  to  say  that  he  wants  to  show  that  the  king's 
God  is  equally  `our  God'!  But  he  has  to  show  this  through  the  high  priest,  since  in  the 
person  of  a  pagan,  he  cannot  speak  for  the  Jews.  28  Such  is  the  careful  twist  of  the  author 
which  exposes  his  accommodating  attitude  towards  the  pagan  God. 
The  question  arises,  then,  as  to  what  we  may  make  of  the  critique  of  idolatry  and 
of  the  Egyptian  animal  cults  by  the  high  priest  (134-38).  To  be  sure,  such  a  critique 
reflects  Pseudo-Aristeas'  negative  view  of  idolatry  and  the  Egyptian  animal  cults.  But  it 
in  no  way  reflects  his  critique  of  Zeus.  In  fact,  seen  against  the  background  of  the 
equation  of  the  Jews'  God  and  the  Greek  Zeus,  the  critique  might  suggest  to  us  what 
Pseudo-Aristeas  thinks  of  Zeus.  God  is  one;  and  by  the  name  of  Zeus,  he  remains  one! 
In  other  words,  he  shows  himself  to  be  committed  to  the  oneness  of  God:  Zeus  is  God, 
but  not  the  idol  that  represents  him!  The  critique  of  idolatry  by  Eleazar  therefore  makes 
no  difference  to  Pseudo-Aristeas'  accommodation  to  the  pagan  God;  it  in  fact 
strengthens  his  position  and  therefore  allows  him  greater  room  to  manoeuvre!  This  is 
particularly  so  since  he  can  interchange  between  the  true  God  and  Zeus  without  being 
thought  of  as  being  unfaithful  to  the  Jewish  tradition. 
27  Although  one  may  argue  that  Eleazar  is  referring  to  the  gifts  and  offerings  for  the  Temple,  without 
reference  to  the  `pious  action'  and  'thank-offering'  of  the  king  in  releasing  the  captured  Jews,  yet  it 
precisely  shows  that  Eleazar  has  chosen  only  that  aspect  of  the  king's  action  which  speaks  well  of  his 
piety.  And  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  the  king  would  have  such  clear  separation  of  ideas  about  his 
God  and  the  Jews'  God  since  in  section  16  he  has  not  been  made  to  disagree  with  the  equation  of 
Aristeas. 
28  Indeed,  in  the  person  of  a  pagan,  Pseudo-Aristeas  can  speak  positively  of  the  Jews,  their  city  and  their 
Temple.  But  the  question  of  the  oneness  of  God  is  a  sensitive  one  and  being  a  Jew,  he  has  to  be 
extremely  careful  with  what  he  says.  In  the  end,  the  mutual  reference  to  `God'  between  the  pagan  king 
and  the  high  priest,  both  representing  positions  of  authority,  helps  to  express  Pseudo-Aristeas'  openness 
on  this  matter,  as  he  says,  'just  as  my  careful  labour  has  shown'  (xaOc6q  itEpte{py(xa  tat,  15),  i.  e.  the 
mutual  recognition  of  the  true  God. 157 
As  the  story  unfolds,  Pseudo-Aristeas'  accommodation  becomes  even  more 
apparent.  In  section  139,  Eleazar  is  made  to  say  that  Moses,  having  given  thought  to  all 
the  details,  `fenced  us  round  with  impenetrable  barrier  and  iron  walls'  (itcpt44paýev 
ßµäS  dötaxöitotq  x(x'pakt  xai,  an6ripoIS  tictXEßnv).  Thus  the  Mosaic  Law  is 
described  as  a  fortress  whose  purpose  is  to  ensure  that  Jews  do  not  have  any  contact  with 
the  other  nations  (öitcoS  jTIOcvi  'tc  5v  d2  Xwv  dvü3v  EEt  uayoS  tcOa  xatiä 
p&  v).  And  purity  of  the  body  and  the  soul  (adi3E.  cc  and  wi  1)  is  defined  against  that 
understanding  of  contact.  In  section  140,  Eleazar  is  further  made  to  say  how  even  the 
Egyptian  priests  acknowledge  the  Jews  as  `people  of  God'  (äv8poSltoug  Ocov).  Such  a 
description  is  reserved  only  for  those  who  fear  the  true  God  (Ei  pi  tits  ß  ßetioct  tiöv 
Kc  td  6X-gOc  (xv  OF-6v),  not  to  the  rest  of  humanity.  Yet,  this  position  of  Eleazar  is 
softened  by  his  very  engagement  in  receiving  the  Gentile  embassy  from  Egypt  and 
sending  a  team  of  translators  to  Alexandria.  It  in  fact  suggests  a  greater  than  expected 
tolerance  towards  non-Jews.  For  if  Eleazar  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Mosaic  Law  is 
meant  to  keep  the  Jews  from  pagan  contamination,  his  willingness  to  send  his  team 
shows  that  the  fear  is  at  least  minimal.  And  given  Eleazar's  careful  position,  his  choice 
of  the  translators,  we  would  assume,  would  probably  go  along  with  what  he  thinks  are 
`people  of  God'  (cf.  121).  This,  we  see  in  his  description  of  the  men  in  his  reply  to  the 
king:  `good  men  and  true'  (iz&  oüs  xat  dyaOoüs,  46).  And  the  willingness  of  these 
men  of  high  quality  to  go  to  Philadelphus'  court  seems  to  show  that  they  have  no  fear  of 
pagan  contamination.  29  This  self-contradiction  of  Pseudo-Aristeas  can  in  fact  be 
29  Barclay  1996:  147  argues  that  Aristeas  is  not  guilty  of  self-contradiction  since  Philadelphus 
accommodates  the  dietary  requirements  of  his  guests  and  foregoes  his  normal  religious  practices,  which 
suggests  that  'if  Jews  and  Gentiles  are  to  mix  in  friendly  social  intercourse,  it  has  to  be  on  the  Jews' 
terms'.  However,  we  are  also  told  that  accommodating  guests  in  matters  of  drink  and  food  is  a  practice 
of  the  court  so  as  not  to  create  any  discomfort  (182).  In  other  words,  it  is  possible  that  Philadelphus' 158 
explained  through  the  answers  of  the  translators  to  all  the  king's  questions,  which  will  be 
looked  at  below. 
The  reception  of  the  translators  is  equally  telling.  Upon  the  arrival  of  the 
translators  and  the  Law,  the  king  is  reported  to  make  obeisance  seven  times  (177) 
thanking  not  just  the  representatives  from  Judaea  but  more  importantly  thanking  God 
`whose  oracles  these  are'  (o&twöS  Lau  t(x'  My=  'taüna,  177).  Although  this  is  a 
description  of  the  king's  favourable  attitude  towards  the  team  of  translators  and  the  law, 
it  raises  the  question  as  to  which  God  the  king  is  thanking.  The  phrase  `whose  oracles 
these  are'  suggests  that  Philadelphus  is  thanking  the  Jewish  God.  But  his  devotion  is  to 
Zeus,  which  implies  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  possibly  allowing  a  conceptual  interchange 
between  the  king's  own  God  and  the  Jews'  God.  The  equation  of  section  16  between  the 
God  of  the  Jews  and  Zeus  does  indicate  such  a  possibility.  Such  accommodation  is  seen 
no  more  clearly  than  in  the  prayer  of  Elisha,  the  oldest  of  the  translators,  which  asks  for 
good  things  to  be  granted  to  the  king,  his  family  and  all  those  who  support  him.  The 
prayer  seems  to  imply  that  the  king  is  righteous  enough  to  warrant  favourable  treatment 
from  the  Jews'  God.  And  Elisha  and  those  present  who  applauded  at  the  prayer  (186) 
probably  viewed  the  king  favourably  in  terms  of  his  religious  life,  which  reflects 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  own  accommodating  attitude  towards  the  pagan  king's  religious 
behaviour. 
The  translators'  constant  praise  of  the  king's  rule  and  his  commitment  to  justice 
and  truth  betrays  the  author's  possible  belief  that  those  who  worship  the  true  God  can 
also  be  found  among  Gentiles.  The  first  observation  is  that  the  use  of  the  word  `God' 
appears  as  if  the  king  understood  what  the  translators  meant  when  they  mentioned 
accommodation  of  his  guests'  dietary  requirements  is  more  a  diplomatic  move  accorded  to  all  guests, 
whether  they  are  Jews  or  not. 159 
`God'.  Thus,  the  author  turns  `God'  into  a  common  denominator  between  the  pagan 
king  and  the  Jews. 
In  the  first  series  of  questions  which  the  king  asked,  the  last  one  received  an 
answer  which  included  the  author's  view  of  the  king's  counsels:  they  are  good  and  are 
all  fulfilled  by  God  to  your  profit  (tiAF-  ovtiat  59  bird  tiov  6£oü  7rävia  cot 
xaXc  S  (3oDXevo  t  vw,...  avµ#,  pdv'res,  199).  There  are  two  possibilities  for 
interpreting  this.  It  could  mean  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  to  some  degree  recognises  that  the 
God  of  the  Jews  is  also  the  God  of  some  pagans,  if  the  God  of  the  Jews  is  meant  here. 
Alternatively,  Pseudo-Aristeas  may  be  recognising,  also  to  some  degree,  the  validity  of 
other  Gods,  if  another  God  is  meant  here.  If  the  former  is  meant,  which  probably  it  is,  it 
shows  Pseudo-Aristeas'  openness  to  the  possibility  that  pagans  are  just  as  capable  of 
receiving  favour  from  the  `true  God'  of  the  Jews.  If  the  latter,  then  it  shows  that  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  is  willing  to  accommodate  Gentile  Gods. 
In  the  answer  to  the  question,  `what  is  the  most  essential  quality  of  a  ruler?  '  we 
are  able  to  see  Pseudo-Aristeas'  subtle  connection  between  God  as  a  lover  of 
righteousness  and  the  exhortation  to  the  king  to  honour  righteousness  (209).  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  seems  to  view  righteousness  rather  differently  from  the  covenantal  perspective 
so  that  even  a  pagan  king  who  acts  righteously  would  be  approved  by  God  30  And  the 
words  of  Eleazar  in  section  42  and  the  translator's  answer  in  sections  232-33  to  the 
question,  `how  one  might  be  free  from  grief'  also  reveal  relatively  clearly  that  the  king's 
piety  (SVac[  cI,  233)  is  linked  to  `righteousness'  (tf  StxatoavV1,  i,  232).  This 
30  If  we  take  the  Jewish  law  observance  as  the  key  to  defining  'righteousness',  then  to  accord 
'righteousness'  to  a  pagan  is  certainly  going  against  the  norm. 160 
suggests  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  conceives  of  the  king  as  approved  by  God 
,31  although  the 
king  probably  worships  his  own  God  (cf.  16). 
Further,  in  answering  the  king's  question  on  what  wise  counsel  consists  in,  the 
translator's  answer,  though  quite  commonsensical,  is  qualified  with  the  statement  that 
the  practice  of  piety  ensures  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  king's  resolutions.  Philadelphus  is 
here  credited  with  practising  piety  (tiijv  Eüaý(3Et(xv  äßxovv'tt.,  255),  which  is  an 
interpretation  of  the  king's  practice  by  the  translator.  Such  a  recognition  here  of 
Philadelphus'  practice  as  piety  by  Pseudo-Aristeas  shows  that  Pseudo-Aristeas  himself 
recognises  piety  outside  Judaism.  This  suggests  the  possibility  that  piety  is  seen  by 
Pseudo-Aristeas  as  universal  and  that  who  the  God  is  to  whom  and  for  whom  one 
practises  piety  may  not  necessarily  be  as  important  as  the  act  itself.  If  these  two 
possibilities  are  allowed,  then  Pseudo-Aristeas'  accommodating  attitude  would  become 
more  obvious  32 
What  the  various  examples  of  the  answers  so  far  reveal  is  that  there  seems  first  of 
all  a  common  understanding  of  the  word  `God'.  Even  though  the  translators  would  have 
known  to  what  God  Philadelphus  devotes  himself  since  they  are  learned  men,  the  author 
puts  them  in  a  very  friendly  position  with  positive  words  uttered  about  the  king  and  his 
religious  and  moral  life.  The  way  the  translators  refer  to  God,  as  if  the  king  understood 
and  accepted  their  God  even  though  he  has  a  different  God,  suggests  that  the  author  has 
a  higher  purpose:  the  encouragement  of  mutual  recognition  of  each  other's  contributions, 
31  Cf.  280  where  the  king  is  praised  for  having  been  given  a  crown  of  righteousness  by  God. 
'Z  Remaining  examples  may  be  briefly  mentioned:  God  grants  the  king  right  judgement  (267)  and  gives 
him  good  counsel  (270;  cf.  271-72),  the  gift  of  kind-heartedness  (274),  an  alert  understanding  and 
powerful  judicial  ability  (276).  All  this  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  king  models  his  deeds  after  God  (281). 
One  may  argue  that  these  are  said  out  of  political  expediency.  However,  if  we  understand  this  to  be 
fictional,  then  the  kind  of  things  said  about  the  king  would  reflect  an  accommodating  and  friendly 
Pseudo-Aristeas  not  only  towards  the  king,  but  also  towards  the  God  of  the  pagan  king!  Thus,  God  is 
the  one  who  fulfils  the  king's  desires  (283).  His  actions  of  care,  restraint,  and  decency  are  honoured  by 
God  (285)  who  directs  all  the  king's  actions  (287).  He  has  conferred  on  Philadelphus  the  gifts  of 
governing  the  country  (290)  and  given  him  a  pure  mind  that  is  untainted  with  evil  (292).  There  is  thus  a 
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even  religious  ones.  Thus,  based  on  such  an  analysis,  Pseudo-Aristeas  would  appear  to 
display  an  attitude  that  is  basically  open,  although  he  is  careful  to  note  the  difference  of 
the  God  of  the  Jews  from  the  idolatry  of  the  Greeks  and  the  Egyptian  animal  cults  (cf. 
134-38).  As  mentioned  earlier,  Pseudo-Aristeas  seems  to  view  Zeus  as  the  name  with 
which  the  Greeks  address  the  true  God.  But  he  rejects  the  idols  which  the  pagans  use  to 
represent  Zeus. 
It  is  possible  to  detect  Pseudo-Aristeas'  principle  in  this  accommodation 
elsewhere  in  the  letter,  besides  the  fact  that  he  is  a  highly  acculturated  Jew.  33  In  section 
227,  Philadelphus'  question,  `with  whom  should  we  vie  in  generosity?  '  is  given  the 
following  answer.  Humanity  in  general  would  be  quick  to  think  that  generosity  is  to  be 
accorded  to  those  who  agree  with  themselves.  However,  the  translator  opines  that  a 
keen  and  open-hearted  generosity  is  due  to  those  who  disagree  with  us  so  that  we  may 
win  over  our  dissenters  to  what  is  right,  which  is  at  the  same  time  to  their  own  interest. 
By  such  a  principle  of  `kindness  to  thy  dissenters',  Pseudo-Aristeas  seeks  to  win  others 
to  what  is  right.  The  author's  accommodating  stance  is  seen  further  in  his  care  in  using 
the  phrase  `what  is  right'  (,  co'  xaOijKov,  227)  rather  than  `the  true  God'!  By  this,  the 
translator's  advice  to  the  king  can  also  be  given  to  Jews.  It  is  equally  possible  for  the 
Jews  to  be  turned  to  tiö  xa6Tjxov  according  to  non-Jews.  The  neutrality  of  tiö 
tcaOfjxov  makes  accommodation  towards  each  other's  values  a  mutual  attitude.  Those 
who  face  dissenters  must  entreat  their  God  to  help  them  win  over  their  dissenters.  And 
the  author  does  not  make  clear  who  this  God  is,  except  that  he  rules  the  minds  of  all 
people  (tidq  ydp  äMävtiwv  SLavot(xS  xpatiei,  227).  And  if  we  recall  what  Aristeas 
says  in  15-16,  it  is  not  impossible  that  the  question  as  to  who  the  God  is  remains  an  open 
one. 
33  Cf.  Barclay  1996:  147-48. 162 
4.3.2  Preliminary  conclusion  to  the  Letter  ofAristeas 
The  Letter  ofAristeas  demonstrates  the  accommodating  stance  of  a  Jew  towards 
the  pagan  religious  tradition  -  the  equation  of  the  God  of  the  Jews  with  the  God  whom 
all  people  worship,  except  that  they  call  the  God  they  worship  by  Zeus  and  Dis.  The 
same  attitude  is  also  seen  in  various  examples  such  as  the  king's  `pious  action'  and  the 
translators'  overall  positive  description  of  the  king's  religious  life. 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  accommodation  suggests  that  not  all  Jews  responded  negatively 
to  pagan  culture  and  religious  traditions,  particularly  those  in  the  Diaspora  who  had 
come  to  terms  with  the  reality  of  the  religiously  pluralistic  environment  in  which  they 
lived.  Could  this  be  a  parallel  to  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10  and  their  religiously 
pluralistic  environment? 
The  examination  of  the  Letter  ofAristeas  shows  that  some  Jews  adopted  a  more 
open  and  accommodating  stance  towards  pagans  and  their  God/s.  The  example  of 
Pseudo-Aristeas'  equation  of  the  God  of  the  Jews  with  other  people's  God  suggests  that 
there  is  a  possibility  of  a  conceptual  identification/overlap  of  the  true  God  with  other 
Gods.  Is  it  possible  that  this  might  parallel  the  concept  of  the  one  God  held  by  the 
`strong'  in  Corinth?  Like  Pseudo-Aristeas,  is  there  also  a  conceptual 
identification/overlap  in  the  thought  of  the  `strong'  concerning  the  true  God  and  other 
Gods?  Even  though  our  definitions  of  idolatry  in  chapter  two  would  have  classified 
Peudo-Aristeas'  identification  of  the  true  God  with  Zeus  under  idolatry  by  mixing  the 
true  God  with  other  Gods,  what  Pseudo-Aristeas  is  doing  precisely  reveals  that  at  the 
conceptual  level  what  constitutes  idolatry  can  be  ambiguous  and  such  ambiguity  can  be 
exploited. 
The  above  questions  about  the  `strong'  regarding  a  conceptual  overlap  call  for 
further  discussion  of  other  evidence,  both  literary  and  inscriptional,  which  points  to  that 163 
possibility  by  showing  the  use  of  Theos  Hypsistos  by  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  to  refer  to 
their  Gods. 
4.4  The  use  of  OF-O'S  "Yyrtatioc:  a  brief  survey 
The  term  vyftß'toq  usually  means,  in  the  superlative  sense,  `highest', 
'loftiest'.  4  Thus,  OcöS  öl4Jtatios  is  often  taken  to  mean  the  `highest  God'  or  `the  most 
high  God'.  This  could  imply  that  the  `Most  High  God'  is  at  the  top  of  a  divine  hierarchy 
of  Gods,  at  least  to  the  worshipper.  35  However,  Jewish  usage  of  the  term  appears  to  be 
inclined  towards  the  absolute  sense,  i.  e.  the  God  who  alone  is  the  true  God,  rather  than 
the  superlative  sense  36 
In  the  LXX,  vynatioc  occurs  110  times.  Apart  from  a  few  topographical  uses, 
ö  it6tio;  is  always  a  term  for  the  God  of  the  Hebrews  in  the  LXX,  i.  e.  it  is  a  term  for 
Yahweh,  and  is  usually  the  translation  of  11'`7v  or  '511.  The  designation  j'1'`7v  is  a 
reference  to  God  as  the  `Highest'  or  `Most  High'  in  the  OT.  7  Thus  it  serves  as  a  proper 
name  of  Yahweh.  °Yynatioc,  when  used  to  translate  this  Hebrew  designation,  would 
clearly  mean  `Most  High'  in  the  absolute  sense.  The  use  of  C»  i  'toq  in  the  LXX  in 
referring  to  Yahweh  often  takes  the  forms  of  6  OcÖS  6  vtvtßtoq  and  idptog  6 
34  Liddell-Scott  1940:  852. 
33  Trebilco  1991:  128  points  out  that  the  epithet  the  Highest'  was  used  by  pagans  to  indicate  that  the 
God  they  were  worshipping  was  the  'most  important  god';  cf.  Nilsson  1963:  102  who  claims  that  it 
would  seem  natural  for  the  Greeks  to  refer  to  Zeus  as  the  High  God  since  Zeus  was  recognised  as  the 
king  of  the  Gods,  although  a  few  pages  later  he  also  says  that  people  deemed  it  unnecessary  to  call  the 
High  God  by  the  name  Zeus  (106).  Nock  et  al.  1936:  64  do  not  see  the  pagan  use  of  OF-O'S  -8XVtaCoq  and 
Zeus  Hypsistos  as  being  influenced  by  Jewish  usage;  on  the  other  hand,  Levinskaya  1996:  84-95  argues 
that  the  idea  of  Theos  Hypsistos  being  influenced  by  pagan  usage  has  been  exaggerated  by  modern 
scholars  and  that  examples  of  Hypsistos  being  used  with  a  pagan  deity  are  relatively  few. 
36  Levinskaya  1996:  98  observes  that  the  translators  of  LXX  definitely  have  in  mind  the  absolute  sense  of 
vy  ratios. 
37  E.  g.  Num  24.16;  Deut  32.8;  Ps  18.14;  2  Sam  22.14;  Pss  9.3;  21;  8;  46.5;  50.14;  73.11;  77.11;  78.17; 
83.19;  87.5;  91.1,9;  92.2;  107.11;  Isa  14.14;  Lam  3.35,38;  see  also  Bertram  1972:  615-17  for  its  Semitic 
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vtitatios.  It  is  perhaps  reasonable  to  assume,  then,  that  for  the  translators  of  the  LXX, 
the  OcOs  of  the  Hebrew  people  is  also  the  v  4ii  toS  and  vice  versa. 
The  term's  use  can  also  be  seen  in  Jewish  authors.  Philo  uses  the  term,  either 
when  quoting  the  LXX  or  when  referring  to  the  Jewish  God.  In  Legat  157  and  317, 
Philo  refers  to  the  benevolence  of  Caesar  in  not  only  allowing  the  Jews  complete 
freedom  to  offer  sacrifices,  but  also  charging  the  expenses  to  his  own  account.  It  is here 
that  Philo  refers  to  the  God  of  the  Jews  as  6  üynß'to;  Oe6s.  38  Elsewhere,  the  term  is 
used  as  a  title  for  the  God  of  the  Jews  when  non-Jews  are  being  addressed.  This  can  be 
seen,  for  example,  in  Agrippa's  letter  to  Gaius  (Philo,  Legat  278)  and  the  description  of 
Flaccus'  failure  to  maintain  the  peace  which  resulted  in  the  persecution  of  the  Jews 
(Philo,  Flacc  46).  But  the  most  interesting  use  of  the  term  that  might  provide  some 
insight  into  the  position  of  the  `strong'  in  I  Cor  8-10  is  found  in  Philo's  comment  on 
Gen  14.18  in  Leg  3.82  in  which  Philo  appears  to  be  aware  of  the  potential 
misunderstanding  of  the  term  Ö  ýrtatiog.  He  first  explains  that  the  use  of  the  term 
vyft6,  to;  in  referring  to  God  does  not  mean  there  is  a  range  of  exalted  deities  (ovx  ö'tt 
Latii  tits  äXXoS  ovx  i  Jt  tos).  For  Philo,  the  Oco;  vylta  toS  in  Gen  14.18  is  to  be 
understood  in  the  absolute  sense.  His  further  elaboration  is  a  close  parallel  to  1  Cor  8.4: 
'a  Levinskaya  1996:  95-96,  n76,  has  suggested  that  the  Roman  authorities  probably  used  the  term  to 
designate  the  God  of  the  Jews.  However,  she  concedes  that  Philo  may  not  be  citing  the  documents 
verbatim.  Even  though  she  argues  that  both  Josephus  (Ant  16.163)  and  Joannes  Lydus  (De  mess  4.53)* 
use  the  term  in  their.  quotation  of  Augustus'  and  Julian's  decrees  respectively,  it  could  well  be  that  b 
üynß,  zos  ABOS  was  used  in  both  decrees  because  that  was  seen  as  the  way  Jews  referred  to  their  God, 
if  those  decrees  were  indeed  cited  verbatim.  In  the  absence  of  overwhelming  evidence,  it  would  be 
better  not  to  draw  a  conclusion  as  Levinskaya  has  done.  Cf.  Trebilco  1991:  239,  n12  who  points  out  that 
Celsus  and  Julian  both  used  the  title  but  they  were  both  familiar  with  biblical  usage.  The  latter  is  cited 
by  Levinskaya  as  part  of  her  argument  (1996:  96,  n76).  *This  is  a  questionable  citation  as  De  mens  4.53 
does  not  refer  to  such  a  decree,  nor  mention  the  term. 165 
Philo,  Leg  3.82  1  Cor  8.4 
O  )%  ott  tau,  'tUU  (Axog  oüx  üyftatog  0ü58v  Et&wXov  ev  Köaµw 
not  that  there  is  some  other  not  most  high  an  idol  (or  image)  is  nothing  in  the  world 
b  yäp  6E0'  S  EiS...  Kai  o»  Ea'LLV  Ett  oüSciS  OadS  ci  µ1j,  EiS 
it?  va  &tov 
for  God  being  one...  and  there  is  none  beside  there  is  no  God  but  one 
him 
Such  a  parallel  is  interesting  in  that  it  shows,  to  some  extent,  that  the  `strong'  in  the 
Corinthian  church  could  well  have  had  Jewish  influence  in  terms  of  their  concept  of  the 
one  God  similar  to  that  of  Philo  above.  What  is  important  is  that  while  Philo's  position 
resulting  from  such  a  belief  is  that  of  condemnation  of  all  other  Gods,  39  the  `strong'  in 
Corinth  appear  to  be  more  accommodating  as  may  be  seen  in  their  participation  in  pagan 
cults,  or  presence  at  pagan  temples. 
In  a  similar  vein,  Josephus  uses  the  term  rather  rarely  and,  whenever  he  uses  it, 
cautiously.  Trebilco  observes  that  Josephus  uses  the  term  when  quoting  the  decree  of 
Augustus.  40  In  Ant  16.163,  Augustus  is  represented  as  having  decreed  that  Jews  may 
follow  their  own  customs  as  they  did  in  the  time  of  the  high  priest  Hyrcanus.  Hyrcanus 
is  here  designated  as  dpxtcpcVS  Ocov  b  tatiov.  Thus,  OcÖS  -I')  appears  to  be 
used  as  a  reference  to  the  God  of  the  Jews  in  Josephus,  in  a  rather  careful  way.  Perhaps, 
the  limited  use  of  the  term  in  Josephus  might  suggest  that  he,  like  Philo,  wants  to  avoid 
any  misunderstanding  that  the  term  might  generate.  1 
In  Joseph  and  Aseneth,  the  use  of  vyitatioq  seems  to  be  exclusively  reserved  for 
referring  to  the  God  of  Joseph.  At  various  points  when  vynßtioc  is  used  by  Jews  or  the 
39  See,  for  example,,  Decal  52-81,  Spec  1.12-31,  and  Contempl  3-8.  See  further  Spec  2.165  where  Philo 
makes  a  stunning  statement  that  all  the  Greeks  and  Barbarians  worship  the  same  one  God,  `the  Father  of 
Gods  and  men  and  the  Maker  of  the  whole  universe,...  '.  Yet,  his  conclusion  is  that  all  should  therefore 
`cleave'  (ckvfi  Oat)  to  the  one  true  God  and  not  invent  new  Gods. 
ao  Trebilco  1991:  130. 
41  Trebilco  1991:  130. 166 
`heavenly  man',  it  is  clearly  in  reference  to  the  God  of  the  Jews.  42  However,  others  who 
are  non-Jews  or  pagans  use  the  term  too.  It  is  not  clear  whether  the  writer  or  author  of 
Joseph  and  Aseneth  intends  to  convey  the  idea  that  even  pagans  recognise  the  God  of  the 
Jews  as  the  Most  High  when  he  puts  the  term  in  their  mouths.  But  the  description  of 
Aseneth  destroying  and  discarding  all  her  idols  (10.13)  and  the  address  of  the  God  of 
Joseph  as  the  Most  High  in  her  first  soliloquy  (11.1)  indicate  that  üwtßtoc  is  here 
meant  to  refer  to  the  God  of  the  Jews  only,  to  the  exclusion  of  other  deities.  Like  Philo, 
the  author  of  Joseph  and  Aseneth  seems  to  adopt  a  position  which  allows  or  requires  the 
understanding  of  the  term  to  deny  and  reject  other  religious  traditions  and  practices. 
Thus  far,  we  have  looked  at  the  literary  evidence  which  demonstrates  the  Jewish 
use  of  uyta  co;  or  0c3S  üwtc  toc  in  the  absolute  sense  which  at  the  same  time  is 
considered  by  those  who  use  it  to  deny  and  reject  the  religious  traditions  and  practices  of 
pagans.  There  are  also  Jewish  inscriptions  in  which  the  term  OeÖg  üwta  toc  is  found  43 
This  language  of  dedication  is  seen  in  two  inscriptions  which  concern  the 
dedication  of  a  prayer-house  or  proseuche  (irpoßstrxrj)  to  the  Most  High  God  (6E6t 
üjitatiwt,  CPJ  1433  and  1443).  The  first  is  located  in  Hadra,  Alexandria  in  second 
century  BCE  and  the  second  in  Athribis  in  second  or  first  century  BCE.  Horbury  and  Noy 
rightly  remark  that  the  use  of  the  word  `proseuche'  to  refer  to  the  building  makes  its 
Jewishness  unambiguous  44  Together  with  the  dedicatory  language  of  OF-O'S  vynß'zoq, 
it  is  without  doubt  that  the  God  of  the  Jews  was  meant. 
42  E.  g.  8.10,14.7,15.6-8,13,16.7-8,19.2,22.5,23.10. 
43  Trebilco  1991:  13,3-37  provides  a  list  of  all  the  known  6E6S  üynßtioS  inscriptions  which  are  Jewish. 
I  shall  discuss  only  those  relevant  ones  in  terms  of  dating,  i.  e.  those  which  fall  within  the  Second 
Temple  period,  before  the  second  century  CE. 
44  Horbury-Noy  1992:  14.  Cf.  Schürer  11.440,  n6l  who  points  out  that  the  term  occurs  in  Gentile  worship 
to  refer  to  a  place  of  prayer  which  may  have  had  Jewish  influence.  Levinskaya  1996:  207-25  discusses 
the  various  criteria  for  distinguishing  Jewish  inscriptions  and  the  meaning  of  the  term  npoaEtrxý  and 
draws  two  conclusions:  (1)  there  is  no  clear  evidence  that  the  Gentiles  ever  borrowed  the  term  to 167 
Two  inscriptions  originating  from  the  island  of  Rheneia,  the  burial  place  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Delos,  contain  an  appeal  to  God  for  vengeance  on  the  murderers  of  two 
girls  (Inscriptions  de  Delos  no.  2532;  CIJ725).  Both  are  almost  identical  and  date  no 
later  than  the  end  of  the  second  or  the  beginning  of  the  first  century  BCE  45  The 
malediction  appears  to  reflect  the  belief  of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  prayer.  The 
appeal  is  addressed  to  the  Most  High  God  (,  tdv  Ocöv  tiöv  üyftatiov).  The  interesting 
point  is  that  the  next  line  actually  reveals  what  this  Most  High  God  was  to  the  dedicant: 
toy  xvptov  tiwv  iumogdtioov  xai  itäßTS  aapK6;  (the  Lord  of  the  spirits  and  of 
every  flesh).  A  number  of  lines  down,  the  Most  High  God  is  addressed  as  `the  one  who 
watches  over  all  things'  (xvpte  6  tävtia  44op  i5v).  Although  it  is  not  explicitly  stated 
that  this  Most  High  God  is  the  true  God,  the  description  does  indicate  that  the  OeOS 
üy  tatioc  in  this  prayer  is  to  be  understood  in  the  absolute  sense  in  that  this  highest  God 
is  the  creator,  thus  the  true  God,  at  least  to  the  dedicant. 
There  are  a  number  of  inscriptions  from  Delos  which  make  use  of  Ocös 
vwtatioc  to  refer  to  the  God  of  the  Jews.  Trebilco  lists  five  of  these  inscriptions  which 
have  been  found  in  a  building  claimed  to  be  the  synagogue  at  Delos  and  constructed  in 
the  first  half  of  the  first  century  BCE.  46  Two  of  the  inscriptions  will  be  highlighted  and 
discussed  here  since  their  dating  falls  definitely  within  the  period  under  our 
consideration.  47  The  first  is  a  dedication  dated  in  the  first  century  BCE  which  is  about  a 
designate  their  places  of  worship;  and  (2)  there  was  only  one  occasion  when  the  term  was  used  by  a 
Judaising  group  `precisely  because  the  term  was  markedly  Jewish'.  Thus,  the  term  itpoaetrxr  seems  to 
be  exclusively  used  by  Jews  alone. 
as  Schürer  111.70. 
"6  Trebilco  1991:  133-34;  see  further  Trebilco  1991:  241,  n30  for  the  entire  list  of  the  inscriptions  and  the 
various  scholarly  works  that  have  been  carried  out  on  them. 
47  Two  have  the  possibility  of  being  in  the  second  century  CE,  while  a  third,  namely  CIJ726,  does  not 
use  the  term  beds  üyna-tos  at  all;  thus  they  will  be  left  out  of  our  discussion. 168 
woman  named  Laodice  who  was  cured  of  a  disease  (CIJ728).  It  reads:  AccwötKll 
BECin  `  Yy  ta'twt  awOEiaa  tiais  4'  airtov  Oapalcýatq  Eüxiiv  (Laodice  to  the 
Highest  God,  who  cured  her  of  her  infirmities,  a  vow).  48  The  second  is  similarly  dated 
in  the  first  century  BCE,  about  a  man  named  Lysimachos  who  dedicates  a  thank-offering 
to  the  Highest  God  (Avaiµaxog  vitEp  Eautoü  6Ew  1  Yyia'LW  xapl6'Mplov,  CJ 
729).  From  the  inscriptions  alone,  it  cannot  be  absolutely  determined  that  they  are 
Jewish,  since  dedications  to  `Theos  Hypsistos'  could  possibly  be  rendered  to  `Zeus 
Hypsistos'.  However,  we  have  seen  in  an  earlier  discussion  on  two  inscriptions,  49  that 
Jews  on  Delos  addressed  their  God,  i.  e.  Yahweh,  as  O£ö  vynßtioc.  Further,  Trebilco 
points  out  that  the  building  from  which  these  inscriptions  were  discovered  was  unlikely 
to  be  the  temple  of  Zeus  since  "`Zeus  Hypsistos"  had  his  own  sanctuary  on  Mount 
Cynthus  on  Delos'.  50  In  addition,  one  of  the  inscriptions  found  in  the  same  building  but 
which  is  not  discussed  here  (CIJ  726,  dated  first  century  BCE)  contains  the  words  eiti 
itpoacvxf  t,  of  which  7rpo6euXil  is  almost  an  exclusively  Jewish  term.  5'  If  the 
building  was  a  synagogue  and  the  inscriptions  are  Jewish,  the  `Theos  Hypsistos'  on  them 
would  quite  certainly  refer  to  the  God  of  the  Jews.  Even  though  it  is  possible  for  Jews 
who  dedicate  their  thank-offerings  to  `Theos  Hypsistos'  to  conceptually  think  that  their 
`Theos  Hypsistos'  is  the  same  as  `Zeus  Hypsistos',  52  it  is  most  likely  that  they  would 
48  Cf.  Trebilco  1991:  134. 
49  I.  e.  CIJ725  and  Inscriptions  de  Delos  no.  2532,  cited  in  Schürer  I1I.  70. 
5o  Trebilco  1991:  134. 
S'  Mazur  1935:  21,  cited  in  Trebilco  1991:  134  and  241,  n33;  see  also  Levinskaya  1996:  213-25  for  her 
treatment  on  the  meaning  of  the  term  7tpoae-oX  i.  Cf.  Schürer  11.440  who  claims  that  the  term 
auvayuwy  did  not  pass  into  the  language  of  the  Diaspora  until  the  first  century  CE.  This  would  suggest 
that  Jews  used  the  term  7tpoaevxrj  to  refer  to  their  prayer-house  before  that  time.  See  also  Barclay 
1996:  26,  n22  for  a  discussion  of  the  two  terms.  See  n44  above. 
$2  See  pp.  153-54  above  for  the  discussion  on  the  Let.  Aris  15-16. 169 
view  their  God  as  the  only  true  God,  rather  than  the  one  at  the  top  of  the  pantheon  of 
Gods.  In  other  words,  `Theos  Hypsistos'  is  most  likely  understood  in  the  absolute  sense. 
Two  inscriptions  further  show  `Theos  Hypsistos'  being  used  by  Jews  to  refer  to 
Yahweh.  In  CIJ  690,  a  manumission  inscription  from  Gorgippa  in  the  Bosporan 
kingdom,  dated  41  CE,  reads:  Oe6  i,  vyJt  TtOM.  7tav'toxpthOpt  c  XoyTrrc3  (To  God 
Most  High,  almighty,  blessed).  While  this  beginning  line  suggests  that  this  is  a  Jewish 
inscription,  the  concluding  line,  which  is  a  paganjuridical  formula,  reads:  vitö  ada, 
I'fiv,  "H?  tov  (under  Zeus,  Earth,  Sun).  Further,  the  words  7tocvtioxpäticop  and 
P-vXopjti  are  common  Jewish  terms.  53  The  fact  that  this  dedication  is  made  in  the 
tpoO  Cu%Tj  also  indicates  that  this  inscription  is  Jewish.  54  Since  this  inscription  can  be 
judged  to  be  certainly  Jewish,  the  `Theos  Hypsistos'  would  most  certainly  refer  to 
Yahweh. 
In  an  undated  inscription  found  at  Sibidunda  in  Pisidia,  55  the  dedicant  describes 
the  OE6q  Swtatioc  also  as  the  holy  refuge  (6E6  '  Yyri  tco  xai  '  Aycioc  xa't#tryf  ). 
It  is  to  be  noted  that  xati#veyrj  is  found  in  the  LXX  as  a  description  of  God  as  the 
'Refuge'.  6  In  other  words,  the  dedicant  had  followed  after  the  fashion  of  the  LXX  in 
calling  and  describing  God  as  his  K  ct  rn'ytj.  This  indicates  that  the  Ocös  vjJtatoq 
must,  to  the  dedicant,  refer  to  Yahweh. 
It  appears  that  in  the  above  inscriptions,  `Theos  Hypsistos'  is  used  by  the  Jews  to 
refer  to  (a)  Yahweh,  i.  e.  the  God  of  the  Jews;  and  (b)  the  true  God,  i.  e.  in  the  absolute 
sense  of  the  word  vyftß'tos,  rather  than  in  the  superlative  sense.  In  other  words,  it  is 
ss  Lifshitz  1975:  67  in  prolegomenon  of  CIJ  1. 
so  See  Levinskaya  1996:  225  whose  conclusion  has  already  been  cited  in  n44  above. 
55  Bean  1960,  no.  122,  cited  in  Trebilco  1991:  136. 
56  E.  g.  Exod  17.15;  Pss  9.10;  17.3;  143.2;  Jer  16.19. 170 
reasonable  for  us  to  conclude  that  most  Jews  would  regard  their  God,  i.  e.  Yahweh,  as  the 
true  God.  How  they  apply  this  belief  with  regard  to  other  people's  Gods  is  something 
that  cannot  be  determined  easily.  They  could,  in  applying  such  a  belief,  reject  all  other 
religious  traditions  and  practices  as  evil  and  demonic  (as  Paul  has  done,  1  Cor  10.20). 
Or,  they  could  accept  that  all  other  religious  traditions  and  practices  are  equally  valid  for 
they  are  directed  to  the  true  God,  since  there  is  no  other  God  (as  the  `strong'  have  done, 
1  Cor  8.10;  10.14,20-21). 
Besides  Jewish  inscriptions  using  the  term  `Theos  Hypsistos',  there  are  also 
pagan  inscriptions  which  make  use  of  the  same  term.  For  example,  we  are  told  that  there 
were  two  altars  to  Zeus  Hypsistos  in  Olympia  (Pausanias  V.  15,5).  And  according  to 
Nock  et  al.,  the  titles  Zeus  Hypsistos  and  Theos  Hypsistos  are  found  at  various  points  in 
the  Greek  world.  At  times,  Hypsistos  alone  is  used  to  refer  to  a  God.  57  Nock  et  al. 
tabulate  the  evidence  under  three  columns: 
ZSÜS  Üwt6'Coc,  OcdS  -u'wta'Coq,  and  the 
third  column  refers  to  the  use  of  both  terms.  58  From  the  table  they  show  that  the  statue 
of  Zeus  Hypsistos  had  been  found  in  Corinth.  Further,  votive  inscriptions  of  Zeus 
Hypsistos  are  found  in  Edessa  (including  a  cult  association,  51  CE),  Imbros,  Anchialos, 
Philippopolis  Corcyra,  Lagina,  Panamara.  Other  than  those  found  in  Edessa,  all  the 
votive  inscriptions  are  not  dated.  Further,  the  votive  inscriptions  of  Theos  Hypsistos  and 
Zeus  Hypsistos  are  found  in  Athens  (undated).  And  dedications  (first  century  BCE)  and 
prayers  to  Theos  Hypsistos  are  found  in  Delos,  while  a  precinct  wall  and  altars  are  found 
to  have  been  set  up  to  Zeus  Hypsistos  on  Mount  Cynthus  in  Delos,  near  Semitic 
shrines.  59 
57  Nock  et  al.  1936:  55;  apparently,  they  are  sometimes  treated  as  equivalents. 
58  Nock  et  al.  1936:  56-59. 
s9  Not  all  of  those  mentioned  by  Nock  et  al.  are  cited  here  as  some  are  dated  in  the  second  century  CE 
while  others  third  century  CE.  These  examples  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  epithet  öwtatoc  is  widely 
used  by  Zeus  worshippers.  For  a  more  thorough  survey  of  the  evidence,  see  Cook  1925,2,  ii:  876ff. 171 
Could  it  be  possible  that  pagans  who  used  the  term  `Theos  Hypsistos'  were 
influenced  by  their  Jewish  counterparts?  What  do  we  make  of  those  pagan  inscriptions 
which  used  the  term  `Theos  Hypsistos'  or  `Hypsistos'?  Trebilco  argues  that  the  epithet 
-oxVtcnoq  or  the  term  Ocös  u'yftatioq  was  used  for  pagan  deities  throughout  the  Roman 
Empire.  60  This  generalisation  has  been  dismissed  by  Levinskaya  who  shows  that  there 
are  in  fact  only  a  few  inscriptions  which  definitely  used  the  term.  61  Thus,  she  finds 
Trebilco's  generalisation  unwarranted.  62  However,  Levinskaya  makes  the  suggestion  of 
the  possibility  of  Jewish  influence  on  pagan  choice  of  a  title,  which  could  also  include 
some  Jewish  ideas  of  divinity.  She  explains  that  this  could  account  for  the  absence  of 
images  of  the  God  in  most  of  the  pagan  dedications  to  Theos  Hypsistos.  She  argues  that 
it  is  possible  for  Jews  or  Gentiles  under  Jewish  influence,  when  they  witness  pagan 
dedications  to  Zeus  the  Most  High,  to  find  it  necessary  to  honour  in  the  same  place  the 
God  of  Israel.  63  But  if  Gentiles  could  make  use  of  a  Jewish  term  for  Yahweh  to  render 
dedications  to  their  Gods,  then  it  suggests  that  these  Gentiles  might  have  viewed  the 
Theos  Hypsistos  of  the  Jews  to  be  no  different  from  their  deities.  Or  it  could  be  that 
these  Gentiles  might  be  God-fearers,  64  although  this  cannot  be  proven.  65  One  such 
60  Trebilco  1991:  128. 
61  Levinskaya  1996:  92-93  and  also  her  nn58-63  provides  her  list  as  follows:  several  times  Helios  is 
called  Theos  Hypsistos;  once  Apollo  was  so  called;  Hypsistos  was  used  with  the  name  of  Attis  and  in 
the  dedication  7tc  tpi  6s6  Eaµo0päxt  ä8aväticwt  vyrt  twt;  Isis  was  called  the  Most  High  in  one 
dedication  while  another  dedication  was  to  Thea  Hypsiste  in  Lydia. 
62  The  comment  of  Nock  et  al.  1936:  59,  `...  Zeus  Hypsistos  has  a  temple  at  Thebes,  a  statue  at  Corinth, 
possibly  a  priestess  at  Argos,  a  precinct  at  lasos,  a  priest  (shared  with  Agathe  Tyche)  at  Mylasa,  not  to 
mention  a  cult  association  at  Edessa.  The  cult  under  this  name  has  therefore  in  these  places  full 
standing',  strongly  argues  against  the  position  of  Levinskaya. 
63  Levinskaya  1996:  94. 
64  Trebilco  1991:  138. 
65  Kraabel  1981:  113-26  has  argued  that  there  was  never  a  circle  of  God-fearers  associated  with  ancient 
Judaism  and  that  were  it  not  for  the  book  of  Acts  `God-fearers'  would  have  been  unknown  to  us.  This 
position  has  been  ably  challenged  and  proven  wanting  by  Overman  1988:  17-26,  and  also  his  n9,  and 
others  such  as  Wilcox  1981:  102-22  and  Finn  1985:  75-84. 172 
example  is  the  inscription  found  recently  near  Acmonia,  66  which  begins  with  a  pagan 
formula  ('  A  y(xOjj  Tvx  q,  with  good  fortune)  but  whose  dedicants,  Onesimus  and  his 
spouse,  set  up  the  monument  to  the  Most  High  God  (®c44  '  YVio''tw).  The  pagan 
formula,  unlike  that  of  CIJ  690,  is  not  a  legal  necessity.  Thus,  the  use  of  the  pagan 
formula  makes  the  inscription  unlikely  to  be  Jewish.  At  the  same  time,  the  use  of  a 
common  Jewish  term  for  Yahweh  suggests  Jewish  influence.  Trebilco  observes  that 
there  was  a  sizeable  Jewish  community  at  Acmonia  and  in  nearby  Apamea  and  that  the 
Jews  at  Acmonia  did  call  their  God  by  the  term  `Theos  Hypsistos'.  67  He  therefore 
suggests  that  the  dedicants  were  linked  to  the  Jewish  community  and  appeared  to  fit  the 
category  of  `God-fearers'.  It  is  not  certain  who  the  dedicants  of  this  inscription  were. 
They  could  be  Gentile  God-worshippers,  or  worshippers  of  pagan  deities,  or  both. 
What  is  noteworthy  is  that  Gentile  usage  of  `Theos  Hypsistos'  might  hint  at  the 
possibility  that  it  does  not  concern  the  Jews,  or  constitute  an  offence  to  the  Jews,  that 
pagans  are  using  the  same  term  or  epithet  to  refer  to  their  deities.  It  is  possible  that  Jews 
could  view  pagan  usage  of  OcdS  Swt  toc  as  legitimate  since  to  them  pagans  are  in  fact 
addressing  the  one  true  God  of  the  Jews,  when  they  use  the  term.  Although  this  theory 
cannot  be  proven,  it  is  certainly  possible.  The  reverse  is  equally  possible,  that  is,  as  a 
result  of  the  Gentile  usage  of  OcÖS  S  Jwtog,  some  Jews  might  think  that  their  God  is 
the  same  as  the  Gentiles'  God,  except  that  Gentiles  sometimes  address  the  true  God  by  a 
different  name  (cf.  Let.  Aris.  15-16).  Could  this  be  true  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10 
since,  according  to  Pausanias  (11.2,8),  the  cult  of  Ze  3S  vywt  oc  was  officially 
recognised  in  Corinth?  Although  the  term  vyftßtio;  is  never  used  in  1  Cor  8-10,  nor 
indeed  in  the  entire  epistle,  our  discussion  at  least  indicates  that  (1)  Jews  could  use  a 
66  Trebilco  1991:  138,243,  n54. 
67  Trebilco  1991:  138. 173 
term  recognisable  among  the  Gentiles,  with  the  possibility  of  mutual  recognition  of  the 
term;  and  (2)  there  were  Jewish  ways  of  referring  to  the  `one  God'  which  could  have 
non-exclusive  practical  consequences.  This  may  lead  to  a  more  accommodating  attitude 
towards  pagan  religious  tradition  and  practices  among  some  Jews. 
Could  there  be  a  conceptual  overlap  between  Gentiles  and  Jews  about  the  true 
God  when  they  used  the  term  erns  üynß'toc,  even  though  they  may  differ  in  their 
conceptions  of  God?  And  could  this  be  an  area  of  ambiguity  in  the  definitions  of 
idolatry  which  can  be  exploited? 
While  the  idea  of  OcOS  vyftatio;  in  the  absolute  sense  could  serve  as  a  parallel 
to  Paul's  position,  it  could  equally  serve  as  a  parallel  to  the  view  of  the  `strong'  with 
regards  to  the  true  God.  Is  it  not  possible  that  both  the  `strong'  and  Paul  hold  similar 
views  about  the  true  God,  but  draw  opposing  conclusions  about  the  religious  traditions 
and  practices  of  the  pagans?  Could  it  be  that  for  the  `strong'  in  I  Cor  8-10,  pagan 
worship  is  in  fact  directed  to  the  one  true  God  since  `there  is  no  God  but  one',  but  that 
Paul  views  pagan  worship  as  directed  to  demons,  not  to  the  true  God  (1  Cor  10.20)?  Are 
there  different  practical  implications  for  both  the  `strong'  and  Paul,  i.  e.  the  practical 
implication  of  the  position  of  the  `strong'  is  that  they  are  accommodating  towards 
others'  religious  traditions  and  practices  -  the  one  true  God  is  inclusive;  whereas  the 
practical  implication  for  Paul  is  that  worship  of  the  true  God  appears  to  have  to  conform 
to  Paul's  definition  of  what  constitutes  true  worship  and  the  place  where  worship  is 
considered  valid  -  the  one  true  God  is  exclusive? 
Besides  the  example  of  the  Letter  ofAristeas,  the  use  of  OcÖS  v  jitatog  between 
Jews  and  Gentiles,  Artapanus  also  serves  as  an  example  of  an  accommodating  Jew.  In 
fact,  Artapanus  goes  further  to  suggest  that  Egyptian  religious  traditions  originated  from 
Moses. 174 
4.5  Artapanus 
Nothing  certain  can  be  known  about  Artapanus,  68  although  the  name  is  of 
Persian  origin.  69  Scholarly  opinion  is  now  agreed  that  Artapanus  is  an  Egyptian  Jew, 
who  may  not  have  come  from  Alexandria.  70  Fraser  argues  that  Artapanus  appears  to  be 
familiar  with  the  native  life  of  Egypt  and  the  purely  priestly  traditions,  he  could  have 
been  a  Jew  of  mixed  descent  and  possibly  a  resident  of  another  centre  such  as 
Memphis.  7'  This  theory  is  possible,  although  it  is  not  necessary  to  tie  him  to  any  centre, 
as  Collins  rightly  says.  72 
The  date  of  Artapanus  is  generally  put  between  250  BCE  and  100  BCE.  Within 
this  period  any  date  is  possible.  However,  the  tendency  is  to  place  him  sometime  in  the 
second  century  BCE.  73 
The  work  of  Artapanus  is  scarce.  We  have  only  three  fragments  of  it,  preserved 
by  Alexander  Polyhistor.  This  means  some  redactional  effort  is  probably  involved.  74 
The  paucity  of  his  work,  however,  does  not  in  any  way  minimise  Artapanus'  importance 
and  significance  in  our  understanding  of  Egyptian  Judaism.  On  the  contrary,  Artapanus' 
work  differs  from  those  other  Jewish  authors  who  in  general  appear  to  adopt  a 
comparatively  more  exclusivist  stance.  Within  his  work,  we  not  only  see  efforts  of 
cultural  convergence  or  integration,  but  also,  and  not  least,  the  religious  accommodation 
of  a  Jew  towards  the  Egyptian  cults,  despite  the  fact  that  he  displays  tremendous  pride  in 
68  Holladay  1983:  189. 
69  Fraser  1972,2.985,  n  199. 
70  Collins  1983:  33  is  right  in  saying  that  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  Artapanus  wrote  in  Egypt,  but  by 
Egypt  we  need  not  think  of  Alexandria  since  Artapanus  has  little  in  common  with  the  known  Jewish 
literature  of  Alexandria. 
'1  Fraser  1972,1.706;  2.985,  n199;  cf.  Holladay  1983:  189. 
72  Collins  1983:  54,  n48. 
"Collins  1985:  890f;  cf.  Barclay  1996:  127,446. 
74  Collins  1985:  889. 175 
the  Jewish  tradition  represented  in  Moses.  75  He  seems  much  more  accommodating  to 
other  cults  outside  Judaism. 
From  the  beginning  of  his  work,  we  are  able  to  witness  a  relatively  friendly 
disposition,  particularly  in  Artapanus'  portrayal  of  Moses,  towards  the  Egyptian  cults. 
In  the  following  analysis  of  Artapanus,  I  shall  confine  myself  to  Artapanus' 
accommodating  stance  towards  the  Egyptian  religious  tradition. 
Although  Artapanus  represents  a  Jewish  effort  to  glorify  the  Jewish  people  and 
culture,  there  seems  no  hostile  stance  towards  the  pagan  religion  and  the  pagan  Gods. 
Instead,  we  read  that  the  family  of  Joseph  built  both  the  temples  in  Athos  and  Heliopolis 
(23.4).  While  this  may  be  a  way  in  which  Artapanus  seeks  to  show  the  Hebr';  ws' 
contribution  to  the  Egyptian  religious  culture,  thus  glorifying  the  Hebrew  people,  it 
reveals  Artapanus'  openness  to  the  use  of  pagan  religious  institutions  to  magnify  what  to 
him  is  a  positive  aspect  of  the  Hebrews.  76  Moses  is  turned  into  the  teacher  of  Orpheus 
(ycve66ai.  SE  tiöv  Mwvßov  do  &tov  '  Opi  ws  S&Säax(XXov,  27.4)  by  Artapanus. 
But  Holladay  has  rightly  pointed  out  that  the  relationship  of  Musaios  to  Orpheus 
normally  is  that  of  a  son  or  a  disciple.  77  In  other  words,  Musaios  is  never  the  teacher  of 
Orpheus!  78  Since  Orpheus  is  traditionally  understood  to  be  the  one  who  transmits  sacred 
wisdom  to  the  Greeks  which  he  gained  during  the  Egyptian  travels,  by  making  the 
alteration,  Artapanus  makes  Moses  the  source  of  Greek  wisdom.  Such 
Gruen  1998:  157ff  argues  that  Artapanus  used  a  range  of  sources,  both  pagan  and  Jewish,  and  shaped 
and  moulded  them  to  his  own  taste,  so  that  Moses  is  reinvented  as  a  'culture  hero'  for  the  Egyptians; 
Moses  also  doubled  as  a  `military  hero'  (159)  who  was  victorious  in  the  war  against  the  Ethiopians. 
76  Athos  is  unattested  as  a  city  in  Egypt.  Collins  1985:  898  observes  that  this  may  be  the  biblical  Pithom 
in  Exod  1.11.  Cf.  Holladay  1983:  230,  n27.  If  Athos  has  any  connection  with  Pithom  in  Exod  1.11,  then 
Artapanus  might  well  be  concluding  that  the  Hebrews  also  built  the  temple  since  they  had  built  cities 
there.  As  for  Heliopolis,  Holladay  1983:  230,  n28  makes  the  association  with  the  Jewish  temple  in 
Leontopolis.  This,  however,  is  not  certain. 
"  Holladay  1983:  232,  n45. 
78  For  a  broader  treatment  of  Orpheus,  see  Ferguson  1993:  151-53. 176 
an  alteration  of  a  tradition  shows  that  Artapanus'  accommodating  stance  can  be 
extensive:  he  is  prepared  to  go  to  the  extent  of  making  a  claim  that  is  not  totally 
correct.  79  But  it  reflects  his  positive  attitude  to  the  sacred  wisdom  of  the  Greeks! 
More  intriguing  is  Artapanus'  attribution  of  all  kinds  of  inventions  in  Egypt  to 
Moses,  even  the  Egyptian  religious  cult  (27.4)!  But,  first  of  all,  he  (Moses)  was  called 
Mooaätog.  The  term  is  linked  to  Movaa,  which  in  the  plural  is  also  the  term  for  the 
Goddesses  of  song,  music,  poetry,  dancing,  and  such  like.  Artapanus  does  not  appear  to 
have  any  reservation  in  so  calling  Moses.  Even  though  the  term  Mouaodog  is  the 
name  of  a  pre-homeric  mythical  Greek  poet  and  seer  of  Attica,  80  either  meaning  would 
equally  expose  the  accommodating  stance  of  Artapanus. 
While  Moses  is  greatly  exalted  in  Artapanus'  efforts  in  glorifying  the  Jews,  a 
strict  Jew,  i.  e.  one  who  holds  zealously  to  the  Jewish  notion  of  the  one  God,  would 
hardly  expect  Artapanus  to  attribute  the  Egyptian  animal  cult  to  Moses,  81  the  kind  of 
religious  cult  that  has  invited  vehement  attack  from  the  writer  of  Wis,  Philo,  and 
Josephus.  In  27.4,  Moses  is  said  to  have  divided  the  city  (ti  v  it67  tv)  into  thirty-six 
nomes  and  to  each  of  these  he  assigned  the  God  to  be  worshipped  (L  i  crtq  tiwv 
voµwv  öcno'cdýati  tiöv  Ocdv  aeýOliaEaOat),  and  the  Gods  include  cats,  dogs  and 
79  Thus  Gruen  1998:  160  rightly  states  that  Artapanus  exhibits  `a  light  touch,...  a  caprice  and  whimsy  that 
tempered  liberally  with  the  Scriptures  and  inverted  or  transposed  Gentile  traditions  to  place  the  figures 
of  Jewish  legend  in  the  center'. 
8°  Holladay  1983:  231,  n44. 
81  Collins  1985:  893  suggests  that  Artapanus'  attitude  must  be  seen  in  the  light  of  his  `euhemeristic 
tendency'  to  explain  pagan  cults.  His  argument  that  the  legitimisation  of  the  Egyptian  cults  is  done  only 
in  an  attenuated  sense  is  not  convincing.  For  that  would  reduce  Moses'  own  importance,  since  he 
attributes  these  cults  to  Moses.  And  if  Artapanus  represents  what  he  calls  `competitive  historiography', 
then  Artapanus  cannot  attenuate  the  legitimisation  of  Egyptian  cults;  but  on  the  contrary,  he  probably 
heightens  the  cults'  importance,  at  least  to  the  Jews,  since  it  was  Moses  who  introduced  them!  See 
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ibises.  82  The  term  ßcýArj6E  Oat  denotes  the  rendering  of  awe  and  fear,  and  as  passive 
infinitive  it  serves  to  explain  or  spell  out  the  function  of  all  the  Gods:  to  be  worshipped! 
In  27.12,  we  read  further  that  Moses  made  a  recommendation  of  bringing  in  a  breed  of 
oxen  for  the  religious  purposes  of  the  king.  And  the  king,  in  trying  to  ensure  that  he  was 
the  origin  of  Egyptian  animal  cults,  ordered  that  those  animals  which  Moses  consecrated 
be  removed  and  buried.  Although  the  little  phrase,  xa'taxp.  Sittcty  6  Xovtia  'Ed  tiov 
Mcoüßov  Lmvoijµatia,  appears  to  reflect  the  king's  self-centred  and  conceited  efforts, 
it  speaks  about  Moses  much  more  than  about  the  king!  It  is  consistent  in  showing  that 
Moses'  ideas  gave  rise  to  the  Egyptian  religious  cults  and  they  cannot  be  suppressed. 
Such  description  about  Moses  as  the  founder  of  Egyptian  polytheism  goes  against  the 
Pentateuchal  representation  of  Moses  as  the  lawgiver  of  Israel  and  enforcer  of  the  ten 
commandments.  One  wonders  how,  if  Artapanus'  chief  concern  is  the  glory  and  honour 
of  the  Jewish  people,  such  descriptions  can  go  down  well  with  the  Jews  themselves.  83 
The  interesting  point  to  note  is  that  such  notions  about  Moses,  if  viewed  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  definition  of  idolatry  in  chapter  two  above,  would  come  very  close  to 
being  idolatrous.  This  is  so  particularly  since  Moses  is  viewed  as  the  one  to  whom 
Yahweh  gave  the  covenant.  By  attributing  the  Egyptian  religious  tradition  to  Moses, 
Artapanus  comes  close  to  making  Moses  idolatrous!  However,  this  is  precisely  an  area 
of  ambiguity  which  is  being  exploited  here.  It  shows  an  accommodating  Artapanus  even 
though  he  remains  committed  to  the  God  of  the  Jews  (cf.  27.21-22,25-26).  84 
82  Freudenthal  1875:  147  notes  similar  language  in  27.12  as  well  as  in  Diodorus  Siculus  1.89.5:  icaO' 
9  caatiov  S'  avticüv  Katia3eil;  0Lt  toiS  i'yxwptots  a  3eaOat  tit  ýwov;  this  is  cited  in  Holladay 
1983:  233,  n49. 
83  Schürer  111.523  says  that  Artapanus  seems  more  interested  in  the  glory  and  honour  of  the  Jewish 
nation  than  in  the  purity  of  divine  worship. 
84  Thus,  Artapanus  remains  a  pious  Jew.  Cf.  Collins  1983:  35  who  says  that  Artapanus'  piety  is 
`conspicuously  similar  to  that  of  Hellenistic  paganism'.  However,  since  the  biblical  material  forms  the 
basis  of  Artapanus'  reinterpretation,  the  implication  is  that  the  biblical  material  is  equally  similar  to 
Hellenistic  paganism,  an  implication  that  is  hard  to  deny,  nor  is  it  an  implication  easy  to  defend.  Collins 178 
Further,  Moses'  contributions  are  said  to  be  so  great  that  the  masses  came  to  love 
him  and  accord  him  the  worth  of  divine  honour.  He  was  called  Hermes  because  of  his 
ability  to  interpret  the  sacred  writings  (27.6).  Artapanus  does  not  leave  us  in  any  doubt. 
He  tells  us  that  Moses  was  the  one  who  assigned  the  sacred  writings  to  the  priests  (rd 
tie  iepd  ypdµ  iata  tioiq  icpEVanv,  27.4),  thus  his  ability  to  interpret  them  should  be 
a  natural  one.  Holladay  cites  pagan  parallels  in  Artapanus'  portrait  of  Moses  and  the 
claims  made  for  Hermes  can  be  found  in  other  writings  such  as  Plato,  Phdr  274-75, 
Diodorus  Siculus  1.16.1  and  others.  85  He  argues  that  the  portrait  has  apologetic  value  in 
that  it  responds  to  `pagan  charges  that  Jews  had  produced  no  figures  who  had  made 
genuine  contributions  to  humanity',  86  but  this  does  not  explain  why  Artapanus  should 
turn  Moses  into  Hermes.  We  should  note  that  the  attribution  to  Moses  of  the  subsequent 
founding  of  a  city  named  the  city  of  Hermes  (27.4)  suggests  that  Moses  is  elevated  to  a 
status  that  is  on  par  with  Hermes  (cf.  27.9),  who  was  a  `messenger  of  the  Gods'.  87  Thus, 
Moses  has  been  turned  into  a  `messenger  of  the  Gods'. 
Even  if  Holladay's  hypothesis  that  it  is  an  apologetic  stance,  what  Artapanus 
says  also  means  that  he  holds  a  relatively  open  attitude  towards  the  Egyptian  religious 
cults. 
In  a  later  passage,  in  27.32,  Artapanus  reports  the  Egyptians  as  being  favourable 
to  Moses,  despite  his  less  than  friendly  acts  towards  Egypt  when  he  tried  to  liberate  the 
Jews.  After  witnessing  what  his  rod  was  able  to  do,  the  Egyptians  set  up  a  rod  in  every 
1983:  37  argues  that  because  the  issue  to  Artapanus  is  not  religion,  Moses  does  not  attempt  to  convert  the 
Gentiles  to  the  worship  of  God;  no  reason  is  therefore  given  for  the  Jews'  persecution.  And  the  divinity 
of  Egyptian  cults  receives  positive  attitude  from  Artapanus,  rather  than  condemnation.  But  Collins  does 
not  take  into  consideration  Moses'  prayer  to  God  concerning  the  Jews'  sufferings  (27.21),  and  his  reply 
to  the  king  that  the  Lord  of  the  universe  had  commanded  him  to  liberate  the  Jews,  when  the  king 
summoned  and  enquired  of  his  reason  for  returning  to  Egypt  (27.22).  And  the  fact  that  Artapanus 
attributes  the  Egyptian  animal  cults  to  Moses  shows  that  religion  remains  an  issue. 
$S  Holladay  1983:  232,  n46. 
86  Holladay  1983:  233,  n46. 
87  Ferguson  1993:  143. 179 
temple.  What  is  even  more  interesting  is  the  less  favourable  attitude  towards  Isis.  The 
Egyptians-did  the  same  for  Isis  as  they  did  for  Moses'  rod.  But  the  two  were  carried  out 
with  different  reasons.  For  Moses,  the  reason  is  that  he  introduced  the  Gods  to  be 
worshipped,  and  was  now  introducing  a  rod  that  would  work  wonders.  The  reason  for 
Isis  is  her  ability  to  perform  wonders  -  which  was  due  to  Moses'  rod.  This  portrayal  of 
Moses  as  being  greater  than  Isis  successfully  transfers  to  Moses  what  is  attributed  to  Isis. 
It  must  be  emphasised  that  Artapanus  in  no  way  minimises  or  reduces  the 
uniqueness  of  the  Hebrew  God.  Whereas  the  Egyptian  cults  are  explicable  in  terms  of 
their  origin,  the  God  of  the  Hebrews  remains  the  `master  of  the  universe'  (tiöv  cfq 
o'LKOI)gb7jc  5£67tÖtiiv,  27.22).  And  when  the  Egyptians  and  the  Hebrew  people 
faced  each  other,  it  was  the  former  who  together  with  their  Gods  were  destroyed  by  fire 
and  water  (27.37).  The  basic  difference  between  Artapanus  and  the  Jewish  authors  like 
Philo  and  Josephus  is  that  Artapanus  does  not  object  to  portraying  Moses  as  one  worthy 
of  divine  honour,  nor  does  he  abstain  from  making  positive  remarks  about  the  Egyptian 
animal  cults.  Indeed,  he  views  them  as  culturally  beneficial  to  humanity. 
The  above  shows  that  while  Artapanus  remains  committed  to  the  Jewish  people 
as  superior  and  to  the  God  of  the  Jews  as  the  master  of  the  universe,  he  displays  an 
attitude  that  appears  accommodating  to  other  Gods.  His  accommodation  to  other 
religious  traditions  allows  him  not  only  to  view  them  reasonably  positively,  but  also 
gives  him  the  relative  freedom  to  even  attribute  the  Egyptian  animal  cults  to  Moses.  In 
Artapanus,  we  do  not  see  an  attitude  that  vilifies  pagan  religious  traditions.  Unlike 
Philo,  Josephus,  the  writers  of  Wis  and  Sibylline  Oracles  who  pour  scorn  on  idolatry  and 
draw  a  clear  line  between  the  Jewish  tradition  and  the  pagan  cults,  our  examination  of 
the  texts  above  shows  Artapanus  to  be  accommodating  in  his  attitude  towards  the  pagan 
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We  see  further  that,  while  the  Leiter  ofAristeas  identifies  the  God  of  the  Jews 
with  Zeus  and  revolves  most  of  its  discussions  around  this  identification,  Artapanus  goes 
beyond  Pseudo-Aristeas  by  making  Moses  the  origin  of  the  Egyptian  religious  traditions. 
In  other  words,  Artapanus  brings  the  two  religious  traditions  together,  i.  e.  Jewish 
tradition  and  Egyptian  religious  tradition,  and  gives  the  impression  that  there  is  little 
difference  between  them.  But  the  fact  that  Moses'  God  is  portrayed  as  powerful, 
identifying  Moses  as  the  origin  of  the  Egyptian  religious  tradition  would  imply  that  there 
is  power  in  the  Egyptian  religions,  thus  attributing  power  to  what  is  for  other  Jews 
powerless.  And  by  bringing  the  two  religious  traditions  together  under  one  man,  i.  e. 
Moses,  Artapanus  runs  the  risk  of  confusing  the  true  God  with  other  Gods.  Both  of  the 
above  can  be  seen  as  idolatrous  under  our  definitions  of  idolatry.  But  Artapanus  seems 
to  exploit  the  fact  that  Moses  is  not  God,  and  therefore  being  accommodating  in  his  view 
and  descriptions  of  Moses  need  not  be  idolatrous.  Could  such  a  similarly  friendly 
disposition  towards  other  religious  traditions  be  seen  among  the  `strong'  in  Corinth? 
Both  the  Letter  ofAristeas  and  Artapanus  represent  the  cognitive  level  of  Jews' 
open  attitude  towards  other  people's  religious  traditions.  We  will  now  look  at  the 
literary  and  inscriptional  sources  that  reveal  actual  participation  and  accommodation  of 
the  Jews  to  idolatry. 
4.6  Jews'  participation  in/accommodation  to  pagan  cults 
In  reality,  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  did  not  always  adopt  an  exclusivist  stance,  nor 
did  they  consistently  adopt  a  condemning  attitude  towards  pagan  cults,  although 
evidence  for  such  alternative  behaviour/attitude  is  not  altogether  abundant.  This  could 
be  due  to  the  possibility  of  avoiding  official  censure  or  condemnation  or  worse  still 
punishment.  However,  the  evidence  available  from  inscriptions  and  papyri  might  be 
telling;  and  it  is  possible  that  such  evidence  might  represent  some  kinds  of  Jews  who 181 
continued  to  view  themselves  as  Jews  and  at  the  same  time  saw  no  contradiction  in 
participating  in  pagan  cults.  There  are  also  literary  sources  which  reflect  such 
participation,  but  mostly  in  a  rather  disapproving  manner  such  as  Philo  and  Josephus.  In 
the  following,  I  shall  look  at  some  inscriptions  and  papyri  as  well  as  hints  from  authors 
like  Philo  and  Josephus  that  show  Jews'  participation  in  pagan  cults. 
There  are  clearly  different  or  varying  degrees  of  participation  but  participation 
nonetheless.  It  is  necessary  to  clarify,  at  the  outset,  that  by  participation  we  do  not  mean 
that  it  always  involves  actual  worship  or  the  ritual  of  worship.  The  participation  in 
pagan  cults  revealed  by  inscriptions  and  Jewish  authors  may  involve  visitation  to  pagan 
temples  without  clear  evidence  of  actual  participation  in  the  worship  of  the  cults.  Or  it 
may  involve  the  use  of  juridical  oath-formulae  which  invoke  the  pagan  deities. 
Sometimes,  participation  in  pagan  cults  could  involve  conducting  legal  transactions  at 
pagan  temples,  with  the  pagan  Gods  acting  as  intermediaries.  Or  it  may  involve  serving 
as  priests  of  the  Gods.  Or  it  may  involve  actual  worship  of  the  deities  in  terms  of 
making  offerings  for  various  reasons  or  setting  up  shrines  and  dedicating  them  to  the 
Gods.  Some  of  these  might  overlap,  that  is,  one  aspect  of  participation  such  as  the 
priestly  service  of  the  Gods  might  at  the  same  time  involve  the  worship  of  the  Gods  and 
certainly  temple  attendance.  All  these  various  aspects  of  participation  reflect  different 
ways  and  degrees  in  which  idolatry  at  the  practical  level  is  practised  by  Jews,  although 
the  Jews  involved  may  not  necessarily  agree  that  what  they  were  doing  constitutes 
idolatry.  In  other  words,  there  remain  ambiguities. 
4.6.1  Jews'  participation  in  pagan  cults 
Some  inscriptions  show  that  Jews  visited  temples  of  pagan  deities  for  various 
reasons.  From  a  few  graffiti  which  are  on  the  rocks  near  the  Temple  of  Pan  near 
Apollinopolis  Magna/Edfu  in  Upper  Egypt,  dated  sometime  from  second  century  to  first 182 
century  ace,  it  is  evident  that  Jews  visited  the  Temple  of  Pan.  There  are  at  least  three 
examples  of  such  visits.  The  first  two  show  two  Jews,  one  Theodotos  who  gives  praise 
to  God  for  his  safe  return  from  the  sea  (CIJno.  1537)  and  the  other  Ptolemaios  who 
renders  praise  to  God  (CIJ  no.  153  8).  To  be  sure,  both  these  inscriptions  do  not  specify 
the  God  to  whom  the  praise  is  directed.  Although  Theodotos  and  Ptolemaios'  presence 
at  the  Temple  of  Pan  could  be  taken  to  suggest  that  they  were  rendering  praise  to  Pan, 
there  is  no  reason  why  they  could  not  give  praise  to  the  true  God  (since  OEöS  is  a 
common  designation  of  God).  Besides,  Pan  could  well mean  the  `universal  God'  to  the 
Jews  in  question  (as  the  word  ttäv,  `everything'  shows).  88  Thus,  could  Theodotos  and 
Ptolemaios  consider  Pan  to  be  the  equivalent  of  the  Jews'  God?  The  open  declaration  of 
themselves  as  Jews  raises  the  question  as  to  why  they  should  make  themselves  known  if 
they  were  praising  a  pagan  God.  However,  if  they  intended  to  praise  the  true  God,  the 
use  of  the  common  term  Ocös  without  specifying  who  this  OE6q  was  could  lead  others 
to  confuse  the  `true'  God  with  the  pagan  God.  This  means  that  by  mentioning  the  `true' 
God,  such  confusion  could  be  avoided.  Why  then  did  they  not  mention  the  `true'  God? 
Could  it  be  that  rendering  praise  to  Pan  by  Jews  was  more  widespread  and  common  than 
we  think?  There  is  for  now  no  ready  answer  to  this  question,  although  the  next 
inscription  might  suggest  this  possibility.  What  can  be  concluded  is  that  Theodotos  and 
Ptolemaios,  both  Jews,  visited  a  pagan  temple. 
The  next  inscription,  also  found  in  the  Temple  of  Pan,  on  the  rock  facing  the  east 
of  the  temple  (Horbury-Noy,  no.  123;  second  or  first  century  BCE),  refers  to  a  Jew  named 
Lazaros  who  visited  the  Temple  of  Pan  for  a  third  time.  89  This  third  visit  of  Lazaros 
$$  Barclay  1996:  100  raises  several  questions  which  render  the  issue  of  whether  Theodotos  and 
Ptolemaios  praised  the  true  God  or  the  pagan  God  an  uncertain  one.  My  concern  here  is  to  illustrate  that 
Jews  visited  pagan  temples.  What  their  purposes  were  can  be  uncertain  if  no  evidence  exists. 
89  A  similar  but  uncertain  inscription  in  the  name  of  Lazaros  is  provided  in  Horbury-Noy  1992:  211-12, 
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might  suggest  the  possibility  that  it  is  much  more  common  for  Jews  to  visit  pagan 
temples  than  we  think.  This  may  explain  why  Theodotos  and  Ptolemaios  openly 
declared  themselves  to  be  Jews  if  they  had  the  pagan  God  in  mind.  If  visits  to  pagan 
temples  were  more  common,  it  might  be  that  some  form  of  participation  in  the  pagan 
cult  was  also  relatively  common  such  as  giving  praise  to  Pan.  In  that  light,  there  is  little 
reason  for  Theodotos  and  Ptolemaios  to  conceal  their  Jewish  identity.  90  These  are, 
however,  speculations.  We  cannot  be  absolutely  certain  or  conclusive  about  these  Jews 
simply  on  the  basis  of  what  is  written  on  a  few  inscriptions  91  What  can  be  certain  is  that 
these  Jews,  i.  e.  Theodotos,  Ptolemaios  and  Lazaros,  had  all  visited  a  pagan  temple,  and 
one  of  them  (Lazaros)  was  even  there  a  third  time.  92  The  above  inscriptions  show  that 
some  Jews  did  not  appear  to  have  difficulty  visiting  pagan  temples.  The  reasons  and 
purposes  may  vary  from  Jew  to  Jew.  The  interesting  point  to  note  is  that  such  visits  to 
pagan  temples  suggest  the  possibility  that  there  were  other  Jews  who  also  found 
attendance  at  or  visits  to  pagan  temples  something  that  did  not  necessarily  render  them 
unfaithful  to  their  Jewish  tradition. 
4.6.2  Use  of  pagan  oath-formulae  and  legal  transactions  at  pagan  temples 
Two  inscriptions  from  Gorgippa  (CIJ  nos.  690,41  CE;  690a,  67-68  CE),  reveal 
the  use  of  the  pagan  oath-formulae  by  Jews.  The  formula  is  a  simple  line  invoking  Zeus, 
90  Thus,  in  referring  to  Theodotos  and  Ptolemaios,  Goldenberg  1998:  64  is  not  convincing  in  his 
argument  that  a  Jew  thanking  his  God  in  a  pagan  temple  will  naturally  do  so  with  calculated  vagueness, 
since  the  declaration  of  their  Jewish  identity  is  not  so  vague  after  all. 
91  Horbury-Noy  1992:  208  point  out  that  the  inscription  is  written  on  the  rock  face  west  of  the  temple, 
inside  a  frame,  without  the  dedication  to  Pan  Euodos.  Taking  their  cue  from  A.  Bernand's  suggestion 
that  the  frame  is  intended  to  isolate  the  inscription  from  the  neighbouring  text,  which  is  to  Pan,  they 
argue  that  the  positioning  and  the  wording  of  the  inscriptions  (i.  e.  no's  121-124)  suggest  that  the  God 
referred  to  is  not  Pan.  However,  there  are  difficulties  with  such  a  theory.  First,  it  would  be  almost 
impossible  to  establish  its  purpose;  and  second,  if  the  inscription  was  not  to  Pan,  an  equally  difficult 
question  would  arise  as  to  how  it  came  to  be  placed  next  to  those  dedicated  to  Pan.  This  conclusion  of 
Horbury  and  Noy  is  therefore  not  necessary,  nor  is  it  convincing. 
92  Horbury-Noy  1992:  211  cite  a  Dr  Thompson  as  suggesting  that  i  pt  rog  could  also  mean  that  there 
were  two  others'.  But  in  the  absence  of  such  evidence  in  inscriptions  and  the  single  mention  of 
Lazaros,  the  more  likely  translation  of  tipitov  remains  'a  third  time'. 184 
Earth  and  Sun  (v7ö  Lia,  I'fjv,  'HXtov).  Both  inscriptions  are  addressed  to  God  most 
high  (O£äSt  Wi  tCot),  which  suggests  that  the  persons  making  the  oath  were  Jews.  Of 
the  two,  CIJ  690  is  more  uncertain  in  term  of  its  Jewish  origin.  Lifshitz,  writing  in  the 
prolegomenon  to  Frey's  CIJ,  however,  notes  that  the  epithet  itatnoxpoiticwp  cannot  be 
pagan  while  c  XoyTl'u6q  can  only  be  Jewish.  93  Thus,  he  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Jewish  origin  is beyond  question.  94 
Both  inscriptions,  as  may  be  apparent,  show  that  the  Jews  concerned  at  least 
remained  loyal  to  the  `God  most  high'.  The  first  in  fact  reveals  that  Pathos  was 
dedicating  his  slave  in  the  prayer-house  (dv  6lxCv  v  cfit  Ttpoaci  xijt,  8-9).  The 
second  shows  that  the  Jew  Neokies  manumitted  his  slaves  with  the  order  that  sought  to 
ensure  their  safety.  They  did  not  seem  to  view  their  identity  as  Jews  a  reason  for 
avoiding  the  use  of  such  a  pagan  oath-formula.  95 
In  an  inscription  from  Delphi  (CIJno.  711,119  BCE),  a  Jew  by  the  name  of 
'  Iou&aioq  (Ioudaios)96  made  a  sale  to  Apollo  of  his  slave  named  '  AµvVT(xq  (Amyntas), 
apparently  a  will  meant  to  manumit  Amyntas  should  Ioudaios  die  (  End  59  xä  tit 
lta6lj  '  Iov&aiog,  e  dkepog  .  atiw  'Anv  ccg,  5-6).  It  is  not  clear  whether 
Amyntas  was  a  Jew;  nor  is  it  clear  whether  Ioudaios  was  a  practising  Jew  (i.  e.  law 
observing  Jew)  either.  What  is  clear  is  that  Ioudaios  was  a  Jew  who  participated  in  the 
pagan  cult  of  Apollo  by  making  a  sale  of  his  slave  to  Apollo.  Such  a  legal  transaction 
93  CJJprol.,  67. 
94  Cf.  Williams  1998:  123  who  similarly  accepts  the  Jewish  identity  of  the  inscription,  and  the  next  (i.  e. 
CIJ690a),  on  the  basis  of  the  divine  epithets  that  appear  in  them. 
9s  Such  oath-formulae  might  have  gained  a  reputation  of  being  efficacious  among  the  Gentiles.  Further, 
it  might  prove  a  more  effective  rendering  of  a  manumission  which  may  otherwise  not  be  recognised. 
Oaths  in  the  ancient  world  often  carry  the  element  of  malediction  against  the  transgressors  of  the  oath, 
particularly  imprecations  on  tombs  against  those  who  might  rob  the  graves  of  the  deceased.  See 
Ferguson  1993:  219-20. 
96  According  to  Williams  1998:  195,  n48,  this  name  is  probably  a  Hellenised  form  of  Judah. 185 
usually  took  place  in  the  pagan  temple,  with  the  deity  serving  as  an  intermediary.  This  is 
because  slaves  in  the  ancient  world  could  not  enter  into  a  legal  contract  with  their 
masters.  7  However,  Ioudaios  as  slave  owner  had  the  choice  of  how  he  would  free  his 
slave  but  chose  the  pagan  way,  i.  e.  using  the  pagan  oath-formula  in  a  pagan  temple,  even 
though  this  may  not  square  with  his  ancestral  tradition.  8 
Two  further  examples  of  the  manumission  of  Jewish  slaves  may  be  seen  in  two 
inscriptions  (CIJ  nos.  709  and  710;  Delphi,  mid  second  century  BCE)  99  The  first  (CIJ 
no.  709)  shows  the  sale  of  three  Jewish  women  slaves  to  the  Pythian  Apollo  ('tcöt 
ATOUcovi.  'cCot  RUOUot).  As  mentioned  earlier,  since  slaves  in  the  ancient  world  had 
no  legal  rights  to  enter  into  any  legal  contracts  with  their  masters,  their  manumission 
could  be  obtained  in  a  number  of  ways:  by  paying  for  their  own  freedom;  or  by  being 
granted  freedom  by  their  masters;  or  by  being  purchased  by  another  free  person  who 
then  set  the  slaves  free;  or  by  sacral  manumission,  which  was  one  of  the  popular 
forms.  '°°  This  sacral  manumission  was  the  form  to  which  the  present  inscriptions  refer. 
The  three  women  were  freed  by  being  sold  to  Apollo,  a  sale  which  they  themselves  had 
entrusted  to  Apollo  (xaOco3S  Etatcoae  '  Avtiu'yöva  xca  Oe  öo  pa  -Kai  OwpoO  a 
tiwt  Oewt  tdv  thvdv).  That  the  sale  took  place  in  the  temple  of  Apollo  is  beyond 
doubt  since  the  sacral  manumission  had  to  be  conducted  before  the  presence  of  the  God. 
"  For  a  more  detailed  treatment  of  the  rights  of  slaves  with  regard  to  legal  contracts  with  their  masters, 
see  Westermann  1955:  34-39. 
98  It  is  of  course  possible  that  Ioudaios  has  abandoned  his  Jewish  customs.  But  there  is  no  evidence  to 
suggest  that  and  any  such  guesses  can  only  be  speculative. 
99  Cf.  Feldman  1996:  63.  Williams  1998:  5  makes  the  assumption  that  these  Jewish  slaves  have  been 
Seleucid  prisoners  of  war  who  had  been  enslaved  and  taken  to  Greece  during  the  early  period  of  the 
Maccabean  period. 
10°  According  to  Westermann  1955:  35-36,  the  manumission  by  self-purchase  through  trust  sales  to  the 
God  Apollo  consisted  of  four  elements:  status,  personal  inviolability,  right  to  work  as  one  pleased,  and 
the  privilege  of  going  where  one  pleased.  Such  Delphic  manumissions  involve  the  God  Apollo  acting  as 
the  medium,  which  is  the  entrustment  sale  itself.  The  more  important  type  in  this  group  are  the 
`outright'  manumissions  which  allow  an  immediate  and  complete  separation  of  the  slave  from  any 
control  by  the  owner.  This  could  account  for  its  popularity. 186 
Further,  it  involved  the  priest  of  Apollo  Amyntas  (ö  ipeVs  toi  '  An6kcuvos 
'A  nSvtaS)  as  one  of  the  witnesses. 
The  second  inscription  is  a  shorter  one  but  otherwise  similar  (CIJno.  710).  It, 
too,  is  about  a  sacral  manumission  of  a  slave  by  sale  to  Apollo.  The  slave  named 
Ioudaios  who  was  of  Jewish  origin  (  Iou&aiog  co'  'Y609  '  Iouöätov)  had  similarly 
entrusted  the  sale  to  the  God  (xaOoüs  eEi6ticoae  '  Io1-)5cctos  'twi.  Occ.  &  tiäv  uhv(xv). 
In  the  above  discussions  on  sacral  manumission,  freedom  of  the  slaves  was 
obtained  after  the  slaves  had  entrusted  the  sale  to  the  God.  fl  tEVw  is  here 
appropriately  translated  as  `entrust',  while  it  also  carries  the  meaning  of  `commit'.  It 
suggests  that  the  slaves  in  question  were  putting  themselves  and  their  manumissions  in 
trust  of  the  God  by  agreeing  to  the  sale.  It  must  be  noted,  however,  that  being  slaves, 
they  probably  had  little  choice  on  where  and  how  they  were  manumitted.  What  these 
inscriptions  show  is  that  while  Jewish  slaves  had  little  choice  on  how  and  where  they 
were  manumitted,  the  more  popular  type  of  manumission,  which  was  the  self-purchase 
through  trust  sale  to  the  God  Apollo,  might  offer  itself  to  those  Jewish  slaves  who  had  a 
choice.  The  four  elements  mentioned  by  Westermann  in  this  type  of  manumission 
would  be  attractive  to  Jewish  slaves.  101  They  maybe  quite  prepared  to  participate  in  the 
pagan  cult  in  order  to  secure  these  `elements'  of  freedom.  It  also  reveals  that  some  Jews, 
when  they  were  put  in  a  situation  where  other  alternatives  were  not  forthcoming,  were 
willing  to  follow  the  custom  of  the  day,  i.  e.  the  customs  of  the  surrounding  Gentile 
environment,  even  though  they  might  appear  contradictory  to  their  Jewish  tradition. 
4.6.3  Jews  in  the  service  of  the  Gods 
Two  high  profile  Jews  appear  in  literary  works  as  well as  some  inscriptions, 
namely  Dositheos  son  of  Drimylos  and  Philo's  nephew  Tiberius  Julius  Alexander,  which 
101  See  n100  above. 187 
unambiguously  show  them  to  be  in  the  service  of  the  Gods.  Dositheos  is  recorded  in  the 
third  book  of  the  Maccabees  as  a  renegade  Jew  who  saved  the  life  of  Ptolemy  IV 
Philopator  (3  Macc  1.3).  The  author  describes  Dositheos  as  one  who  had  renounced  the 
Law  (tct(X(3aXa3v  -td  vöµtµa)  and  abandoned  his  ancestral  beliefs  (tiwv  ltatiptwv 
5079dtiwv  di  i  Xotiptwµ  vos)  (3  Macc  1.3).  102  Such  a  description  no  doubt  comes 
from  an  author  who  does  not  view  Dositheos  favourably.  To  the  author,  Dositheos  was 
unfaithful  to  the  Jewish  tradition,  but  only  according  to  his  perception  and  definition  of 
what  constitutes  faithfulness.  103  One  of  the  papyri  shows  that  Dositheos  had  no 
difficulty  in  the  service  of  the  king,  even  the  priestly  service.  104  According  to  the  papyri 
(CPJ  nos.  127d  and  127e),  Dositheos  was  priest  of  Alexander  and  the  Gods  Adelphoi  and 
the  Gods  Euergetai  (tcp¬co;  AwalO  ov  tiov  Opi  tiXov  '  AXe  dv3pou  icat  6£wv 
'  ASEXýwv  xa'  6£wv  E'u  p'yc'twv)  during  the  reign  of  Ptolemy  III  Euergetes  I,  in  222 
BCE.  This,  according  to  Tcherikover  and  Fuks,  105  was  the  highest  priesthood  in 
Hellenistic  Egypt.  106  Other  papyri  tell  us  that  Dositheos  was  ascending  in  his  political 
career.  In  240  BCE  Dositheos  was  one  of  the  heads  of  the  royal  secretariat 
(iIuo9v99atio'yp(#os,  CPJ  no.  I27a);  while  in  225/4  BCE  he  travelled  in  Egypt  with 
Ptolemy  III  (µctid  tiov  ß(Xai%&O;,  CPJ  no.  127c).  The  highest  priesthood  must  have 
come  as  a  further  ascent  for  Dositheos.  Although  this  might  indicate  that  he  had 
abandoned  his  Jewish  tradition  and  faith,  it  could  well  be  that  Dositheos  continued  to 
102  Barclay  1996:  104  observes  that  what  Dositheos  does  goes  against  the  Jewish  communities  in  Egypt 
which  avoid  recognising  the  claimed  divinity  of  the  Ptolemaic  kings. 
103  Barclay  1996:  83-84  observes  that  the  author  of  3  Maccabees  'considered  citizen  rights,  enlistment  in 
the  Dionysiac  cult,  proximity  to  the  king  and  the  abandonment  of  Jewish  food  laws  as  a  `package'  which 
Jews  either  accepted  or  rejected'.  Thus  Dositheos  is  understandably  described  in  an  unfavourable  light 
(3  Macc  1.3). 
104  The  identification  of  Dositheos  in  our  papyrus  with  that  of  3  Macc  is  proven  since  CPJ  nos.  127d  and 
127e  were  discovered.  For  details  of  discussion,  see  Tcherikover  and  Fuks  1957-64,1.230-31. 
105  Tcherikover  and  Fuks  1957-64,1.231. 
106  For  a  more  detailed  treatment  of  the  development  of  the  ruler  cult,  see  Ferguson  1993:  185-97. 188 
regard  himself  as  a  Jew  who  saw  no  contradiction  in  assuming  the  priestly  office.  This 
is  particularly  so  if  the  priestly  office  was  viewed  more  as  a  political  office  by  Dositheos, 
in  which  case  it  would  mean  a  political  promotion.  As  far  as  the  papyri  (i.  e.  CPJ 
nos.  127d  and  127e)  are  concerned,  Dositheos  was  clearly  an  active  participant  in  the 
ruler  cult  of  the  pagans.  He  therefore  represents  the  category  of  Jews  who  participated  in 
pagan  cults  and  Gods. 
We  turn  now  to  Philo's  nephew  Tiberius  Julius  Alexander.  Literary  sources 
from  both  Philo  and  Josephus  reveal  something  about  Tiberius.  While  Philo  mentions 
little  about  Tiberius  (Prov  1  and  2;  Anim),  107  Josephus  tells  us  that  he  was  brought  up  in 
a  wealthy  family  (Ant  18.159-60)  well connected  politically  (Ant  19.276-77).  He  joined 
the  Roman  service  at  a  relatively  young  age,  108  and  his  ascent  up  the  political  ladder  was 
almost  unhindered.  109  His  first  appointment  was  to  the  post  of  epistrategos  of  the 
Thebaid  in  42  CE.  He  was  next  appointed  the  procurator  of  Judaea  in  46  CE,  a  post  he 
kept  for  two  years  (Josephus,  Ant  20.100-3).  '  10  In  63  CE,  Tiberius  was  a  high-ranking 
military  officer.  By  66  CE  Tiberius  had  reached  the  peak  of  an  equestrian  career,  being 
appointed  by  Nero  as  prefect  of  Egypt  (Josephus,  Bell  2.309).  In  the  reign  of  Vespasian, 
between  69  CE  and  70  CE,  Tiberius  was  made  `prefect  of  all  the  army'  (7totvtiwv  tc  3v 
107  In  Prov,  Philo  appears  to  be  engaged  in  a  dialogue  with  Tiberius  over  the  providence  of  God  which 
Tiberius  rejects.  In  Anim,  both  argue  about  the  rationality  of  animals.  Philo  argues  against  animals 
having  any  reason  at  all  and  explains  that  the  seemingly  rational  acts  of  animals  are  but  due  to  the  order 
of  nature.  Tiberius  argues  that  animals  do  possess  reason  and  that  there  is  a  moral  and  juridical 
relationship  between  animals  and  humanity.  Against  this  reasoning  of  Tiberius,  Philo  argues  that 
humanity  is  privileged  with  reason  while  animals  are  devoid  of  it.  However,  it  is  important  to  note  that 
Tiberius  is  not  speaking  himself  but  his  views  are  represented  here.  We  may  therefore  have  to  take  it 
with  a  pinch  of  salt. 
108  Tcherikover  and  Fuks  1957-64,11.188  inform  us  that  Tiberius'  first  civil  appointment  was  in  42  CE. 
If  we  date  Tiberius'  birth  to  sometime  between  14  and  16  CE,  then  he  would  be  only  about  26-28  years 
old  at  his  first  civil  appointment. 
109  There  is  an  intervening  period  of  up  to  15  years,  i.  e.  between  48  and  63  CE,  during  which  we  have  no 
information  about  Tiberius.  Whether  or  not  he  might  have  been  sidelined  politically  during  this  period 
is  uncertain,  although  it  is  strange  that  there  is  complete  silence  if  he  was  continually  ascending,  or  if  he 
was  doing  what  could  eventually  bring  him  further  promotion,  politically.  If  he  was  sidelined  during  the 
'silent  period',  then  his  promotion  in  63  CE  must  be  due  to  a  change  in  his  political  fortunes. 
110  See  Feldman  in  the  LCL  vol  456,  p54,  note  V. 189 
atipaticuµätiwv  bn(X'pxovtios,  Josephus,  Bell  6.237).  One  wonders  how  as  a  high- 
ranking  Roman  official  Tiberius  could  remain  a  practising  Jew.  Josephus  tells  us  that 
Tiberius  did  not  abide  by  the  customs  of  his  ancestors  (tioig...  itatipiots  oüx 
g  VEV...  BEaty,  Ant  20.100).  Tcherikover  and  Fuks  are  not  convincing  with  their 
view  that  Josephus  is  not  necessarily  referring  to  any  overt  act  of  apostasy.  '  Tiberius' 
service  in  the  Roman  government,  taking  military  oaths  and  the  like,  meant  that  he  had 
to  conform  to  the  non-Jewish  way  of  life.  And  Josephus  probably  has  in  mind  Tiberius' 
honouring  of  the  Egyptian  deities.  In  OGIS  663,  Tiberius  plays  an  important  role  in 
setting  up  a  relief  of  Claudius  during  which  he  also  offers  worship  to  the  Egyptian 
deities  Khonson  and  Seb.  Further,  in  OGIS  669,  he  makes  reference  to  the  providence  of 
the  Gods  and  to  the  deity  of  the  emperors.  112  The  latter  is  also  seen  in  CPJno.  418a  in 
which  Vespasian  is  proclaimed  as  Eiq  awujp  xai  Eücpy&tT  S  (one  saviour  and 
benefactor),  voptc  ß8(3aß  to  (lord  Augustus),  'Aµµwvoc  t6q  (son  of  Ammon),  '  13 
and  Ocds  Kaiaap  OücamaatavdS  (divine  Caesar  Vespasian).  By  making  the 
proclamation,  Tiberius  makes  himself  the  `priest'  of  the  cult  of  Vespasian!  It  therefore 
shows  that  Tiberius,  though  a  Jew,  had  not  only  served  in  the  Roman  administration,  but 
also  participated  in  both  the  Egyptian  cults  and  the  imperial  cult.  This  raises  the 
question  whether  Tiberius  had  totally  abandoned  his  Jewish  customs.  Even  if  he  had 
abandoned  the  Jewish  tradition,  did  he  still  regard  himself  a  Jew? 
111  Tcherikover  and  Fuks  1957-64,11.188-89. 
112  Both  OGIS  663  and  669  are  cited  in  Barclay  1996:  106,  n6. 
1  13  This  is  clearly  a.  religious  title  since  Ammon  is  a  deity  accepted  by  the  Greeks  as  identical  with  Zeus 
(Ferguson  1993:  190).  By  proclaiming  Vespasian  as  the  son  of  Zeus,  Tiberius  and  the  crowds  that 
support  him  are  as  good  as  rendering  divine  honours  to  Vespasian.  Cf.  OGIS  383  where  the  same 
honour  given  to  Antiochus  I  of  Commagene  in  the  first  century  BCE  with  the  title  `The  Great  King 
Antiochus,  the  God,  the  Righteous  One,  the  Manifest  Deity'  allows  the  setting  up  of  the  image  of 
Antiochus  alongside  the  great  Gods  and  the  offering  of  sacrifices  in  honour  of  him  also,  in  addition  to 
the  Gods  (cited  in  Ferguson  1993:  192,  n82). 190 
Barclay  carefully  notes  that  Tiberius'  assimilation  would  require  him  to  abandon 
most  if  not  all  the  Jewish  Customs.  114  While  it  is  highly  probable  that  Tiberius  had 
abandoned  most  of  his  Jewish  tradition,  there  are  at  least  some  hints  that  he  still  regarded 
himself  a  Jew,  and  therefore  continued,  possibly,  to  view  some  elements  of  the  Jewish 
tradition  with  at  least  respect  if  not  reverence.  Josephus  (Bell  6.236ff)  records  Tiberius 
as  one  of  those  generals  who  were  against  the  destruction  of  the  Temple  of  the  Jews. 
While  it  could  be  politically  expedient  for  Tiberius  to  both  agree  with  Titus'  opinion  as 
well  as  gain  the  general  support  of  the  Jews,  it  could  equally  be  possible  that  the  Temple 
still  represented  an  important  part  of  his  heritage.  Josephus  (Ant  20.100)  comments  that 
Tiberius'  father  was  known  for  his  religious  devotion.  Even  though  Tiberius  himself  did 
not  seem  to  adhere  to  his  ancestral  tradition,  he  would  quite  certainly  have  been  taught 
the  central  motifs  of  the  Jewish  faith,  not  least  the  Temple  and  its  significance.  Another 
hint  may  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  Josephus  never  mentions  Tiberius'  `unfaithfulness', 
until  much  later  when  he  was  probably  dead.  Turner  notes  the  difference  in  tone 
between  Josephus'  Jewish  War  and  Antiquities.  115  He  points  out  that  at  the  time  when 
Josephus  published  his  Jewish  War,  Tiberius  was  still  alive  and  therefore  a  patron  about 
whom  he  `deliberately  abstained'  from  making  offensive  remarks.  It  was  around  93  CE 
when  Tiberius  was  either  dead  or  `politically  null'  that  Josephus  mentioned  Tiberius  as 
having  abandoned  his  ancestral  customs.  But  if  any  reference  to  Tiberius  as  `unfaithful' 
were  offensive  to  him,  it  might  imply  that  Tiberius  did  not  regard  himself  as  such. 
Further,  Tiberius  had  been  generally  tolerant  of  the  Jews,  leaving  them  as  much 
as  possible  to  live  according  to  their  customs  when  he  was  governor  of  Egypt  (Josephus, 
Bell  2.220).  Even  though  he  gave  orders  to  crush  the  riots  in  Alexandria,  it  was  not 
11'  Barclay  1996:  106.  See  further  Barclay  1998a:  87-88  where  Tiberius  is  included  among  the 
'apostates'. 
115  Turner  1954:  63. 191 
without  some  efforts  on  the  part  of  Tiberius  to  mediate  between  the  warring  Jews  and 
Greeks  (Josephus,  Bell  2.487-94).  '  16 
Thus,  Tiberius  may  still  regard  himself  a  Jew,  although  others  would  most 
probably  consider  him  an  apostate.  His  involvement  or  participation  in  the  worship  of 
Egyptian  deities  as  well as  the  ruler  cult  shows  him  to  be  disregarding  his  ancestral 
tradition  of  worshipping  the  one  true  God  of  the  Jews.  At  the  same  time,  his  declaration 
of  Vespasian  by  various  honorific  titles  constitutes  a  setting  up  of  the  cult  of  Vespasian, 
thus  putting  himself  in  the  `priestly  service'  of  the  imperial  cult.  He  thus  serves  as 
another  example  of  a  Jew  who  participated  in  pagan  cults  and  ruler  cult. 
4.6.4  Jews'  worship  of  the  Gods 
One  of  the  ways  in  which  Jews  had  engaged  in  pagan  cults  can  be  seen  in  their 
joint  dedication  of  religious  shrines  to  pagan  Gods  with  other  pagans.  Three  pagan 
inscriptions  which  Horbury  and  Noy  include  in  their  appendix  (no.  3)  bear  Jewish 
names,  117  indicating  the  Jews'  dedication  to  pagan  cults.  One  is  dedicated  to  various 
Gods  (Opiitt&L  KoXc  vOai.  IIavt  OeoIS  aovvdotq  tiö  icpdv,  the  shrine  to  Triphis, 
Kolanthes,  Pan  and  their  fellow  Gods,  Horbury-Noy,  no.  154,  Ptolemais  in  13  8/7  BCE), 
while  the  other  two  are  dedicated  to  Apollo,  Zeus,  and  the  associated  Gods  (  AitdU  wvt 
Kati  Oti  i  cat  'GOLS  aVV£ß'ctotq  e£oiS  'GÖ  LcpÖv,  Horbury-Noy,  nos.  155  and  156, 
Hermopolis  Magna  80-69  BCE  and  78  BCE  respectively).  Even  though  they  are  all  pagan 
inscriptions  set  up  for  the  express  purpose  of  dedicating  their  shrines  to  the  Gods,  the 
combined  number  of  Jewish  names  comes  to  ten.  '  18  The  first  inscription  (Horbury-Noy, 
116  Since  Josephus  views  Tiberius  as  one  who  'did  not  abide  by  the  Laws  of  his  fathers',  it  is  unlikely  for 
Josephus  to  say  anything  positive  about  Tiberius.  Thus,  anything  positive  about  Tiberius  by  Josephus 
would  have  to  be  taken  seriously. 
...  Horbury-Noy  1992:  246-50. 
18'Aßpaµ'A?.  coaitaeoinoc,  col.  b.  1.19  (Horbury-Noy  1992:  246,  no.  154);  '  YpxavdS 
IItcoXeµatov,  col.  1.1.19,  Xdf3a;  '  Hpo4wvtio;,  col.  I1.1.121,  'AnAX66wpoS  Za(3ß6i  Xov,  col.  II. 192 
no.  154)  mentions  the  names  of  those  on  the  inscription  as  members  of  the  association 
(oi  ßvvo&itiat).  It  is  uncertain  as  to  the  nature  of  the  avvoöoS.  However,  it  is  likely 
that  religious  activities,  including  worship  of  the  Gods,  formed  part  of  the  routines  of  the 
ßvvo6os.  The  second  and  third  inscriptions  mention  the  citizens  as  founders  (6t 
au  to%vm-oötcvot  vcta'tat)  whose  names  appear  on  the  inscriptions.  It  is  most 
likely  that  they  were  founders  of  the  shrine  dedicated  to  Apollo,  Zeus  and  the  Gods. 
Since  they  were  soldiers  posted  to  Hermopolis,  they  may  have  little  choice  as  Horbury 
and  Noy  have  suggested,  '  19  although  it  is  also  possible  that  they  had  voluntarily  chosen 
to  engage  in  the  dedication.  The  question  of  the  soldiers'  willingness  in  participating 
cannot  be  settled  conclusively.  What  is  unambiguous  is  their  participation  in  a  joint 
dedication  with  their  fellow  pagans  of  religious  shrines  to  pagan  Gods. 
While  we  have  seen  inscriptions  concerning  manumission  of  Jewish  slaves  who 
entrusted  their  sale  to  the  Gods,  another  inscription  shows  a  Jew,  Moschos,  setting  up  an 
altar  to  the  Gods  (CIJ  I  no.  711  b;  Amphiareion  of  Oropos,  third  century  BCE).  120 
Apparently  Moschos  had  a  dream  in  which  he  received  a  command  from  the  Gods 
Amphiaraos  and  Hygieia  ('A  t  tapdou  xai  rij  `Y'ytetas)  to  record  on  an 
inscription  the  vision  he  had  seen.  Subsequently  he  set  up  an  altar  to  the  Gods  at  the 
temple.  While  it  is  impossible  to  control  what  one  dreams  about,  Moschos  was  prepared 
to  believe  in  the  Gods  of  his  dream  and  obey  their  command. 
The  above  discussions  take  us  through  different  ways  in  which  idolatry  was 
practised  by  Jews.  In  these  various  idolatrous  practices,  at  least  four  observations 
1.124  and  fltOXegcdos  iwßtOeov,  col.  11.  (Horbury-Noy  1992:  247,  no.  155);  'A'yy{cov 
Xpva{rtitov,  cot.  1.1.65,  Katv{wv  Koaaxd(3ov,  col.  It.  1.88,  Xe?  Kt  xa  Otovva{ov,  col.  11.1.93, 
'Ay'ytwv  Evvµäxov,  col.  1I.  1.112,  M{xtxoc  BapdKov,  Col.  111.1.179  (Horbury-Noy  1992:  249, 
no.  156). 
"9  Horbury-Noy  1992:  248. 
120  Cf.  CIJ  prol.,  82.  See  Schürer  111.65  who  compares  the  various  manumission  inscriptions  to  sieve  out 
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emerge:  (1)  in  almost  all  the  examples  cited  above,  the  Jews  involved  in  idolatry  did  not 
appear  to  have  abandoned  fully  their  identity  as  Jews;  (2)  in  almost  all  the  examples,  the 
practices  do  not  always  fit  perfectly  our  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter  two;  for 
example,  a  visit  to  the  pagan  temple  remains  ambiguous  in  terms  of  whether  it  is  an 
idolatrous  act;  (3)  while  most  of  the  examples  cited  above  could  be  argued  as  examples 
of  `divided  loyalty',  i.  e.  `unfaithfulness',  to  the  true  God  of  the  Jews,  the  reverse  could 
be  argued,  i.  e.  `divided  loyalty'  suggests  ambiguity  and  thus  need  not  be  viewed  as 
idolatrous,  so  long  as  one  remains  `faithful'  to  one's  ancestral  tradition.  And  (4)  idolatry 
is  not  as  clear-cut  as  it  may  seem  at  first,  that  is,  while  there  are  clearly  defined  terms 
there  remain  ambiguities  which  can  be  exploited. 
The  above  observations  once  again  raise  the  question  which  we  raised  in  the 
beginning  of  this  chapter.  Could  such  ambiguities  of  what  constitutes  idolatry  be  one 
reason  that  accounts  for  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10?  And  could  our 
examples  cited  above,  both  literary  and  archaeological  (inscriptions  and  papyri),  provide 
helpful  parallels  to  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10? 
4.7  Summary  and  conclusion 
The  function  of  this  chapter  has  been  to  examine  the  possible  background  and 
parallels  to  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10. 
We  examined  first  of  all  the  LXX  ban  on  reviling  other  people's  Gods  in  Exod 
22.27a  and  asked  whether  the  `strong'  could  have  been  aware  of  the  ban  and  that  their 
restraint  from  criticising  other  Gods  might  be  a  result  of  their  familiarity  with  such  a 
command.  We  raised  a  question  as  to  why  the  `strong'  should  visit  pagan  temples  and 
participate  in  pagan  cults,  an  act  which  did  not  seem  to  square  with  the  requirement  of 
the  second  commandment,  and  raised  the  possibility  that  the  `strong'  may  have  a 
different  understanding  of  the  true  God. 194 
The  Letter  ofAristeas  serves  as  an  example  of  such  a  possibility.  In  Let.  Aris,  we 
see  an  accommodating  Pseudo-Aristeas  who,  through  the  courtier  Aristeas  he  created, 
equated  the  God  of  the  Jews  with  other  people's  Gods,  i.  e.  Zeus.  This  became  the 
central  motif  around  which  the  entire  Letter  revolves.  Such  accommodation  is  seen  in 
various  examples  such  as  the  viewing  of  the  king's  action  as  pious  and  also  the 
translators'  overall  positive  description  of  the  king's  pagan  religious  life.  The  example 
of  Aristeas'  equation  of  the  true  God  of  the  Jews  with  other  people's  Gods  suggests  that 
there  is  a  possibility  of  a  conceptual  overlap  between  some  Jews  and  Gentiles  over  the 
true  God.  A  brief  survey  of  the  use  of  OEÖS  üyrtatiog  by  both  Jews  and  pagans  in 
literary  and  inscriptional  sources  shows  that  Jews  and  Gentiles  could  use  a  common  term 
to  refer  to  God.  It  therefore  indicates  that  such  a  conceptual  overlap  exists.  Could  there 
be  a  conceptual  overlap  in  terms  of  the  true  God  in  the  theology  of  the  `strong'? 
We  moved  on  to  consider  Artapanus,  who  serves  as  an  affirmation  of  Pseudo- 
Aristeas  and  of  the  conceptual  overlap  between  the  true  God  and  other  Gods.  But 
Arptanaus  goes  beyond  Pseudo-Aristeas.  For  in  Artapanus,  we  see  a  confluence  of  two 
different  religious  traditions:  Jewish  and  Egyptian.  For  example,  Moses  is  turned  into  a 
`cultural  hero',  and  a  `military  hero',  to  use  Gruen's  words,  who  warded  off  the 
Ethiopian  invaders.  The  lack  of  concern  about  the  use  of  non-Jewish  religious  material 
in  Artapanus  reveals  Artapanus'  accommodation  to  other  religious  traditions. 
Artapanus'  use  of  Moses  further  raises  the  question  of  the  exploitation  of  ambiguity  in 
the  definitions  of  idolatry.  We  asked  whether  there  might  be  areas  of  ambiguity  for  the 
`strong'  as  to  what  constitutes  idolatry. 
But  Pseudo-Aristeas  and  Artapanus  represent  Jewish  accommodation  to  other 
religious  traditions  only  at  the  intellectual  level.  We  looked  at  practical  examples  of 
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sources  and  saw  that  Jews  did  participate  in  pagan  cults  in  varying  degrees,  even  though 
some  of  them  probably  continued  to  regard  themselves  as  Jews.  Although  some  Jews 
participated  in  pagan  cults  because  of  coercion  or  compulsion,  many  seem  to  have  done 
so  willingly.  But  we  also  made  four  observations  and  concluded  that  while  there  may 
appear  to  be  clear-cut  definitions  of  idolatry,  there  remain  ambiguities  which  can  be 
exploited. 
These  examples  of  Jews'  accommodation/participation  in  pagan  cults  might 
throw  light  on  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10.  Could  they  serve  as  parallels 
to  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10  where  the  `strong'  Corinthians,  possibly 
under  Jewish  influence,  might  similarly  have  believed  that  the  God  of  the  Christ- 
believing  people  is  the  same  as  the  God/s  of  other  religious  traditions,  since  there  is  only 
one  God?  Like  the  various  examples  of  Jews'  accommodation/participation  in  pagan 
cults  seen  in  both  literary  and  inscriptional  sources,  could  the  `strong'  have  attended 
pagan  temples  and  participated  in  religious  rituals  which  included  the  eating  of  idol- 
meat,  without  believing  that  their  behaviour  was  idolatrous?  In  other  words,  what  we 
are  doing  here  in  this  chapter  may  enable  us  to  look  at  the  `strong'  in  a  different  light,  i.  e. 
from  a  cognitive  level  to  a  practical  level  the  `strong'  could  have  operated  with  a  rather 
different  understanding  of  what  constitutes  idolatry,  an  understanding  different  from  that 
of  Paul. 196 
CHAPTER  FIVE 
LEADERSHIP  AND  DISCIPLINE  IN  THE  JEWISH  DIASPORA 
5.1  Introduction 
In  chapter  4,  we  looked  at  examples  of  Jewish  accommodation  to  idolatry  and 
concluded  that  not  all  Jews  during  the  Second  Temple  period  fully  abstained  from 
participation  in  idolatrous  acts.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  there  were  ambiguities  in 
what  really  constituted  idolatry,  which  were  exploited  to  varying  degrees  by  different 
Jews.  The  question  arises  as  to  what  is  their  standard  of  judgment?  Put  differently,  what 
happened  if  a  member  of  the  community  were  to  commit  an  act  considered  idolatrous  by 
the  community?  Who  decides  for  the  community  what  constitutes  right  or  proper 
behaviour,  particularly  with  regard  to  idolatry?  In  other  words,  how  did  the  Jews  in  the 
Diaspora  discipline  themselves  as  a  community?  To  be  sure,  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  had 
differences  of  opinion  and  practice  in  relation  to  idolatry,  but  also  had  some  means  to 
adjudicate  such  differences.  This  chapter  will  therefore  examine  the  structures  of 
leadership  in  the  Diaspora  Jewish  communities  and  the  common  cultural  norms  which 
are  encapsulated  in  the  law,  to  which  appeal  could  be  made.  In  our  case,  it  is  important 
to  examine  how  Jewish  communities  responded  or  reacted  to  idolatry,  although  we  will 
also  look  at  other  cases  of  deviance.  We  will  also  look  at  what  role  the  law  played  in  the 
Jewish  Diaspora. 
This  chapter  is  important  for  several  reasons.  First,  an  examination  of  the 
leadership  structures  of  the  Jewish  Diaspora  would  shed  light  on  our  understanding  of 
the  issue  of  discipline  and  authority  in  the  Corinthian  assembly,  where  the  law  is  not 
the  basis  for  action.  Second,  while  the  material  on  leadership  of  the  Diaspora  Jewish 
assembly  is  limited,  it  provides  a  window  into  how  Jews  functioned  as  an  assembly. 
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authority  they  might  appeal  for  their  decisions  and  actions.  This  paves  the  way  for  our 
later  chapter  (chapter  7)  which  deals  with  the  question  of  Paul's  authority.  We  will 
compare  and  contrast  the  leadership  structures  of  Paul  and  those  of  the  Jewish 
Diaspora,  and  would  be  able  to  examine  whether  the  norms  to  which  Paul  appeals  in 
fact  reproduce  those  used  in  the  Diaspora  communities. 
It  is  necessary,  at  the  outset,  to  draw  a  distinction  between  leadership  and 
discipline.  By  studying  leadership  and  discipline,  we  are  not  saying  that  the  two  are 
necessarily  linked  all  the  time.  In  fact,  as  we  will  show  below,  leadership  indicates 
how  the  communities  were  organised  and  functioned.  At  times,  leadership  is 
important  for  dealing  with  deviant  members.  But  most  of  the  time,  our  material  on 
discipline  hardly  shows  the  role  of  leaders.  The  important  point  for  us  is  to  see  how 
the  communities  dealt  with  serious  cases  of  deviance  and,  as  mentioned  above,  other 
cases  of  deviance. 
This  chapter  will  therefore  take  the  following  shape.  First  of  all,  I  will  briefly 
survey  the  organisation  of  the  Diaspora  Jews,  which  would  involve  surveying  the 
terms  by  which  they  called  themselves,  or  others  called  them.  This  will  be  followed 
by  a  survey  of  the  leadership  structures  of  the  Jewish  Diaspora,  before  looking  at 
practical  examples  of  decision-making  concerning  discipline  in  the  communities, 
within  the  context  of  `deviance'  and  in  relation  to  idolatry. 
5.2  The  organisation  of  the  Jewish  Diaspora 
The  Jews  were  scattered  throughout  the  Roman  empire  during  the  Second 
Temple  period.  '  This  means  that  they  had  to  live  in  the  midst  of  Gentiles  whose 
1  Literary  sources  indicate  that  Jews  either  emigrated  or  were  transported  by  their  Gentile  rulers  to 
Egypt,  Asia  Minor,  and  the  regions  surrounding  Palestine.  See  Josephus,  Ant  12.7,9,147-53;  cf.  Letter 
ofAristeas  12-14.  In  the  second  century  BCE,  manumission  of  Jewish  slaves  has  been  shown  on 
inscriptions  (CIJ  12  no.  710  [Delphi;  162  BCE];  CIJ  12  no.  709  [Delphi;  170-157/6  BCE]),  which  are  often 
taken  to  refer  to  prisoners  of  war  as  a  result  of  the  Jewish  revolt  against  the  Seleucids.  Cf.  Philo,  Legat 198 
communities  and  religious  beliefs  differed  very  much  from  theirs.  The  widespread 
Jewish  population  in  Egypt,  Asia  Minor  and  beyond  could  survive  only  because  they 
organised  themselves  into  self-regulating  communities.  This  is  necessary  as  they 
needed  to  maintain  their  boundaries,  and  therefore  their  identity. 
Evidence  for  how  the  Jews  organised  themselves  is  limited,  and  what  follows  is 
a  brief  description  of  what  meagre  information  we  have.  We  therefore  cannot  draw 
large  conclusions  about  the  organisation  of  the  Diaspora  Jews.  However,  we  do  have 
evidence  of  names  for  Jews  as  collective  associations  and  for  specific  leadership  titles 
(see  5.3  below).  Various  terms  were  employed  to  refer  to  the  Jewish  communities. 
3  Apart  from  the  common  ethnic  description  of  of  '  Iov8ociot  (CIJ  II,  no.  1440),  we 
should  note  the  fact  that  as  aliens  Jews  were  allowed  to  form  associations  for  cultic 
purposes.  This  would  suggest  that  the  Jews  had  begun  to  form  themselves  into 
organised  bodies  or  communities.  Pseudo-Aristeas,  when  referring  to  the  Jewish 
people  in  Alexandria,  uses  the  term  ito%t'tcu  to  (Let.  Aris  310).  5  The  term  could 
mean  a  `political  body'  or  `body  of  citizens'.  We  will  start  with  the  term  to?  t'tct  pc 
as  it  is  the  most  discussed.  But,  as  I  will  show,  it  is  not  as  revealing  as  some  have 
claimed. 
Kasher  has  recently  proposed  the  theory  that  the  Jews  in  Egypt  and,  indeed,  all 
over  the  Hellenistic  Diaspora,  had  organised  themselves  into  independent  `political 
155.  Strabo,  quoted  by  Josephus,  describes  the  Jewish  people  as  having  penetrated  into  every  city 
(icd%tq)  and  made  their  presence  felt  wherever  they  were  (Ant  14.115);  cf.  Legat  281-82. 
2  Schürer  111.87  comments:  `The  survival  of  the  Jewish  religion  and  way  of  life  among  the  various 
groups  dispersed  throughout  the  world  was  obviously  possible  only  if  the  Jews,  even  among  foreigners, 
in  the  midst  of  the  pagan  world,  organised  themselves  into  self-supporting  communities  within  which 
the  faith  and  law  of  the  fathers  could  be  observed  as  in  the  Holy  Land'. 
3  This  has  been  improved  by  CPJ,  vol  Ill,  p.  141,  which  removed  the  additional'  Iovöa(t)ot  from  line 
8. 
4  Applebaum  1974:  464-65. 
s  Schürer  111.88  thinks  that  the  term  here  refers  to  'the  entire  Jewish  people  in  Alexandria'.  However, 
the  clause  in  Let.  Aris.  310  does  not  explicitly  say  so  (os.  ä7tö'tot  toXttisüµatioq). 199 
units'  called  itoXttic  S  x'ta  in  order  to  fight  for  equal  rights.  6  He  is  of  the  view  that 
the  Jews  were  doing  this  as  a  result  of  their  resistance  to  assimilation  into  the  Greek 
culture  through  its  civic  bodies.  However,  it  is  also  possible  that  this  term 
ito?  ktcuµa  does  not  designate  the  whole  Jewish  community  but  only  a  small  body 
such  as  a  council  of  the  great  and  the  good,  as  Luderitz  has  argued.  7  This  is  well 
argued  by  Zuckerman  who,  in  a  review  article  of  Kasher's  book,  examines  all  the 
extant  sources  and  concludes  that  there  is  no  reference  to  `a  single  Jewish  politeuma  in 
all  of  Egypt',  8  with  the  exception  of  The  Letter  ofAristeas  9  Zuckerman's  study  shows 
that  nothing  indicates  that  politeumata  enjoyed  any  legal  status,  nor  were  they  set  up 
by  any  royal  decree  or  such  like. 
Two  undated  Jewish  inscriptions  from  Cyrenaica,  however,  seem  to  indicate 
that,  in  that  location  at  least,  the  politeuma  was  a  well  developed  and  organised  body 
which  could  honour  a  public  servant  and  to  which  members  could  make  practical 
contributions.  10  However,  these  inscriptions  display  Hellenistic  tendencies  and 
customs  which,  according  to  Zuckerman,  were  apparently  not  shared  by  the  Jewish 
community  as  a  whole.  It  therefore  suggests  that  the  Jewish  politeuma  may  not  have 
been  a  widespread  organisation  in  the  Jewish  Diaspora.  What  appears  certain  is  that 
Jews  in  the  Diaspora,  including  those  of  Berenice  in  Cyrenaica,  formed  themselves 
into  assemblies  in  different  localities  in  the  Diaspora.  Whether  the  politeuma  had  any 
legal  status  or  was  a  widespread  phenomenon  is  not  at  all  clear.  The  point  here  is  that 
6  Kasher  1985. 
T  Luderitz  1994:  183-225. 
8  Zuckerman  1988:  173. 
9  Zuckerman  1988:  181-82  argues  that  Kasher's  is  a  wrong  interpretation  of  the  text  by  switching  the  role 
of  the  'officially  recognised'  community,  that  is,  the  plethos,  to  the  politeuma. 
1°  Luderitz  1983:  148-58  (no.  70  and  no.  71);  cited  also  in  Williams  1998:  118.  The  dating  of  both  is 
uncertain  but  is  unlikely  to  be  later  than  the  first  century  BCE;  see  further  Williams  1998:  194,  n27  and 
195,  n33. 
11  See  Zuckerman  1988:  179,  and  his  n21. 200 
the  term  politeuma  is  rarer  than  Kasher  et  al.  have  thought;  it  appears  infrequently  and 
where  it  does  it  is  difficult  to  determine  what  it  really  refers  to.  We  therefore  cannot 
draw  large  conclusions  about  it. 
Other  terms  have  also  been  found  to  refer  to  the  Jewish  people.  In  the  second 
century  BCE,  the  term  xa'totxia  was  used  to  refer  to  a  military  settlement  set  up  near 
the  Temple  of  Onias  at  Leontopolis.  12  Although  the  term's  use  as  a  reference  to 
military  settlers  during  Ptolemaic  Egypt  is  well  established,  it  was  also  used  to  refer  to 
Jews  during  the  Roman  period  (tfi  xatiotxia  tiwv  v'  IepaitdXct  xatiouxovvtiwv 
'  Iou&xtwv,  CIJ  II,  no.  775).  13  However,  there  is  little  evidence  to  suggest  what  sort  of 
organisation  of  the  Jewish  communities  this  term  might  convey. 
In  the  first  century  BCE,  the  Jews  from  Sardis  had  their  own  ßvvo6oS. 
Josephus  quotes  a  letter  by  Lucius  Antonius  to  the  magistrates,  council  and  people  of 
Sardis  which  mentions  the  official  position  with  regard  to  the  Jewish  community  there. 
In  particular,  the  letter  says  that  the  Jews  had  had  an  `association  of  their  own  in 
accordance  with  their  native  laws  and  a  place  of  their  own'  (Ant  14.235).  While  it  is 
not  totally  clear  as  to  what  the  6vvoöog  here  refers  to,  it  is  most  probably  a  reference 
to  the  Jewish  community  as  a  whole,  an  assembly  of  the  Jews  where,  as  the  same  letter 
quoted  by  Josephus  says,  the  Jews  `decide  their  own  affairs  and  controversies  with  one 
another'  ('td  tc  itpäYµatia  xai,  cdq  irpöS  (MlIX01);  dvttXoyias  xpivouat, 
Ant  14.235).  14  Thus,  the  term  ßvvo6o;  indicates  that  the  Jews  in  at  least  some 
12  Ant  14.117,131;  Bell  1.190. 
13  This  is  dated  around  second  or  third  century  CE  and  may  therefore  be  a  later  development.  But  it  is 
certain  the  term  refers  to  concentrated  Jewish  settlement  during  the  reigns  of  Philopater  and  Euergetes 
H. 
14  Cf.  Acts  18,  where  the  assembly  of  the  Jews  failed  to  have  Paul  charged  in  the  tribunal  of  Gallio  who 
dismissed  the  case  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  matter  7tepi  Xöyov  xai  bvo  tthcov  xai  vdµov  toü 
xa6'  ' 
.tS 
(v  15).  This  shows  that  even  Gallio  recognised  the  privilege  of  the  Jewish  community  to 201 
locations  in  the  Diaspora  organised  themselves  into  assemblies  in  which  to  decide  their 
own  affairs.  15 
Another  term  which  refers  to  the  assembly  of  the  Jews  is  auva'yo  yij.  The 
term  is  a  reference  to  any  assembly  of  the  Jews.  In  CPJ  138,  it  refers  to  Jewish 
associations.  16  This  is  probably  because  the  Jews  called  themselves  auvc  yw'yrj. 
Josephus'7  and  Philo18  use  the  term  to  refer  to  the  Jews.  What  can  be  certain, 
therefore,  is  that  the  term  ßuvaycxryrj  speaks  of  the  association  of  the  Jews. 
In  terms  of  functions,  Philo,  for  example,  speaks  of  people  gathering  on  the 
Sabbath  to  learn  the  virtues  of  life  at  many  schools  (Spec  2.62).  Although  no  mention 
is  made  of  any  of  the  terms  such  as  the  synagogue,  the  assembly  of  the  people  is 
clearly  that  of  the  Jewish  community.  In  Legat  156,  Philo  says  the  Jews  in  Rome 
gather  on  the  Sabbaths  to  receive  training  in  ancestral  philosophy  (tirjv  itätiptov... 
ýtXoaoýtav),  which  includes  the  `instructions  in  the  laws'  (itpöS  'td;  tiwv  vdµcov 
i4TJY  16£tc,  Legat  157;  cf.  Somn  2.127).  The  study  of  the  Law,  according  to  Philo, 
was  imposed  by  Moses  as  the  only  object  for  the  assembly  of  the  Jews  during  the 
Sabbath  (Opif  128;  cf.  Apologia  7.12).  The  fact  that  the  law  is  mentioned  suggests 
decide  its  own  affairs,  although  whether  this  was  a  right  legally  bestowed  upon  them  is  not  clear.  The 
fact  that  they  brought  Paul  to  the  Tribunal  but  beat  up  Sosthenes  later,  instead  of  Paul,  is  evident  that 
they  were  taking  the  word  of  Gallio  to  mete  out  punishment  upon  Sosthenes,  an  official  of  the  Jewish 
community.  They  could  not  do  the  same  to  Paul  as  he  could  then  claim  that  the  Jews  were  committing  a 
crime  against  a  Roman  citizen.  See  further  below. 
15  The  letter  highlights  several  important  features  of  the  Jewish  community  in  Sardis.  First,  the  fact  that 
Jews  had  had  their  own  aüvo3oq  suggests  that  they  enjoyed  a  considerable  amount  of  'independence' 
from  the  local  authorities  in  terms  of  social  and  religious  matters.  Second,  the  Jews  operated  within 
their  own  assembly  or  community  'in  accordance  with'  their  native  laws,  as  the  word  ztottp{oS 
indicates.  Third,  the  Jews  of  Sardis  had  their  own  `judges'  to  adjudicate  disputes  among  themselves. 
Fourth,  the  letter  provides  the  authoritative  and  legally  binding  permission  to  the  Jews  to  carry  on  what 
they  had  done  in  the  past,  that  is,  to  continue  operating  as  an  `independent'  community  in  resolving 
disputes  and  managing  their  own  affairs. 
16  Cf.  Horbury-Noy  no.  20  (C!  J  1447). 
"Ant  19.300;  ße112.285. 
18  Legat  311. 202 
that  it  is  a  well  recognised,  and  probably  a  very  important  and  primary  activity  of  the 
Jews  on  the  Sabbaths.  19  Thus,  the  study  of  the  Law  on  the  Sabbath  serves  as  one  of  the 
important  functions  of  the  assembly  of  the  Jews,  that  is,  it  united  the  community 
around  the  Law. 
Another  purpose  for  which  the  Jewish  community  meets  is  legal  matters.  20  For 
example,  an  inscription  from  Bosporus,  dated  towards  the  late  first  century  CE,  refers  to 
the  manumission  by  a  Jewish  woman  of  her  home-bred  slave  Heraklas  with  the  Jewish 
community  acting  as  the  guardian  (ßU  VEitt'CPOite'UO'ÜßTrq  SE  Kati  T  is  auVOLyo  yf  q 
tiwv  '  Io  o6ocicov,  CIJ  I2,  no.  683).  This  inscription  suggests  that  the  assembly  of  the 
Jews  had  the  acknowledged  legal  authority  in  validating  the  manumission.  It  is 
possible  that  the  Jewish  communities  elsewhere  might  also  have  had  similar 
arrangements  in  order  that  they  could  manage  their  own  affairs.  As  mentioned  earlier, 
the  Decree  of  Sardis,  quoted  by  Josephus,  states  that  the  Jews  adjudicate  suits  among 
themselves  (Ant  14.260;  cf.  Ant  14.235).  21  We  have  at  least  one  such  example  in  the 
NT  which  attests  to  the  fact  that  the  Jews  did  mete  out  punishments  on  those  who 
violated  the  Law.  In  2  Cor  11.24-25,  Paul  speaks  about  receiving  from  the  Jews  the 
thirty-nine  lashes.  The  description  here  is  probably  a  reference  to  official  synagogue 
1'  Cf.  Prob  81-82;  Contempl  30-33.  Josephus,  similarly,  suggests  that  every  week  the  people  ceased  all 
their  other  occupations  to  assemble  and  listen  to  the  law  so  as  to  acquire  a  thorough  and  accurate 
knowledge  of  it  (C  Ap  2.175;  Ant  16.43). 
20  Cf.  CPJ  1:  33  where  Tcherikover  has  made  four  observations  concerning  papyrological  evidence  that 
shows  the  Jews  in  Alexandria  to  have  been  influenced  by  Hellenistic  legal  practice.  See  CPJ  I,  nos.  1, 
18,19,22-24,26,37,128.  See  also  CPJ  II,  no.  143  which  records  the  resolution  of  the  dispute  between 
Dionysia  and  Alexandros;  and  CPJ  1,  no.  128  which  is  about  a  complaint  against  the  breach  of  an 
agreement. 
21  LCL,  Ant  14.260,  note  `c'  suggests  that  the  document  cited  in  14.235  mentions  that  the  Jews  have  had 
their  own  courts  while  14.260  refers  to  an  additional  synagogue.  Whether  a  physical  building  of  a 
synagogue  is  meant  here  cannot  be  ascertained.  Most  likely  it  is  not.  What  the  two  texts  more  likely 
refer  to  is  the  community  or  assembly  of  the  Jews  who  carry  out  their  own  laws  and  manage  their  own 
disputes. 203 
punishment  for  acts  which  were  considered  a  violation  of  the  Law.  22  Similarly, 
Josephus  suggests  the  same  understanding  that  the  official  punishment  of  `thirty-nine' 
lashes  should  be  imposed  on  those  whose  acts  contradicted  the  Law  (Ant  4.238). 
Collection  of  dues  and  taxes  constitutes  another  function  of  the  Jewish 
assembly,  who  gathered  regularly  (during  the  first-fruits)  to  make  a  collective  financial 
contribution  for  Jerusalem  (Legat  156-57).  The  financial  contributions  serve  as  a 
practical  way  in  which  they  express  their  common  ethnic  origins.  This  seems  to  be 
corroborated  by  Josephus  who  tells  us  that  Agrippa  had  on  behalf  of  the  Jews  given 
instructions  to  the  `magistrates,  council  and  people  of  Ephesus'  (E4  caiwv  dpxouct 
pouf  Srjµw  xcdpEty,  Ant  16.167)  that  the  money  collected  for  the  Jerusalem 
temple  should  be  put  in  the  charge  of  the  Jews  in  Asia  according  to  their  `ancestral 
customs'  ('td  itätipt(x).  Further,  the  Jews  were  given  the  special  privilege  of  royal 
protection  of  their  money  that  was  meant  for  the  Jerusalem  temple  (Ant  16.169-70). 
Thus,  one  of  the  functions  of  the  synagogue  of  the  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  was  to  collect 
such  financial  dues. 
Worship  is  another  function  of  the  assembly  of  the  Jews.  Among  other  things, 
the  Decree  of  Sardis,  quoted  by  Josephus,  states  that  a  place  ('töitoS)  should  be  given 
to  the  Jews  so  that  they  may  `offer  ancestral  prayers  and  sacrifices  to  God'  (Ant 
14.260). 
Finally,  we  have  two  inscriptions  which  indicate  that  the  Jews  also  met  for 
social  and  formal  purposes.  The  first  shows  a  large  number  of  Jews  gathering  for 
feasts  (CPJ  I,  no.  139,  Apollinopolis  Magna;  first  century  BCE).  The  second  indicates 
22  Cf.  Deut  25.2-3  which  seems  to  state  that  the  'thirty-nine'  lashes  are  the  official  method  for  punishing 
those  who  violate  the  law.  Gallas  1990:  191  has  suggested  that  Paul  falls  under  the  Jewish  criminal  law, 
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that  the  Jews  came  together  for  an  official  meeting  of  the  burial  workers  (CPJ  I,  no. 
138,  provenance  unknown;  possibly  (?  )  in  the  first  century  BCE). 
It  is  clear  that  the  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  not  only  organised  themselves  into 
assemblies  for  various  functions,  but  also  constituted  a  partially  independent  entity. 
Because  they  were  allowed  to  offer  sacrifices  and  prayers  to  their  God  and  given  the 
space  to  carry  out  their  own  business  transactions  and  such  like,  they  were  independent 
of  the  local  authorities  in  their  decisions  concerning  their  own  affairs.  In  other  words, 
the  independence  of  the  Jewish  communities  was  limited:  so  far  as  the  affairs  of  the 
Jews  as  a  people  were  concerned,  and  as  long  as  they  did  not  encroach  on  the  state,  the 
Jews  were  independent. 
The  above  discussion  shows  that  the  Jews  organised  themselves  into 
assemblies  for  various  purposes:  (1)  the  reading  and  studying  of  the  law;  (2)  worship 
of  God  in  prayers  and  offerings  of  sacrifices;  (3)  legal  matters,  e.  g.  manumission  of 
slaves;  and  the  meting  out  of  official  sanctions;  (4)  the  collection  of  dues  and  taxes;  (5) 
social  as  well  as  business  purposes. 
If  the  Jews  had  the  social  and  legal  space  to  manage  their  own  affairs,  the 
question  arises  as  to  who  in  the  community  had  the  leadership  to  rule  on  the  various 
matters.  From  both  literary  and  inscriptional  sources,  it  is  evident  that  there  are 
various  terms  used  to  refer  to  dignitaries  and  officers  within  the  Jewish  communities. 
Some  of  these  have  clear  responsibilities  over  specific  matters,  others  may  be  honorific 
titles  for  important  members  of  the  community.  In  what  follows,  I  will  look  at  a  range 
of  evidence  including  some  taken  from  later  periods,  that  is,  the  third,  or  even  fourth 
century  CE.  Care  must  be  exercised  when  using  evidence  from  later  periods  so  as  not 
to  fall  into  anachronism.  However,  if  the  same  evidence  can  be  found  in  an  early 205 
period,  and  is  again  found  in  a  later  period,  it  may  suggest  that  there  is  some  continuity 
and  that  the  later  evidence  might  help  to  explain  the  leadership  of  the  communities. 
5.3  Leadership  of  the  Jewish  communities 
Leadership  of  the  Jewish  communities  in  the  Diaspora  varies  in  terminology 
but  appears  to  revolve  around  a  number  of  similar  functions.  I  shall  classify  leaders 
under  three  main  headings:  (1)  the  head  of  the  ruling  council;  (2)  the  members  of  the 
synagogal  council;  and  (3)  the  archisynagogos.  23 
5.3.1  Head  of  the  ruling  council 
Ethnarch 
In  Alexandria  there  was  for  a  while  an  `ethnarch'  who  seemed  to  have  very 
great  power  over  the  people.  According  to  Strabo,  the  `ethnarch'  (tOv(ipx'gS)  in 
Alexandria  governs  the  people  (StotKei  tis  tiö  60vog),  adjudicates  suits  (Star  r 
Kpt6Etc),  and  supervises  contracts  and  ordinances  (ßvµßo?  o  ttov  bt  tc2  eitioct 
xoci  7tpoatiayµäticov)  (Ant  14.117).  The  description  of  Strabo,  u5S  äv  iioXvtEiaS 
dpxwv  aütiocc?  oZq,  suggests  that  there  was  a  leader  who  had  charge  over  almost  all 
the  aspects  of  the  Jewish  community.  And  Philo  says  that  Augustus  reintroduced  a 
gerousia  into  the  Jewish  community  after  the  death  of  the  `ethnarch'  (Flacc  74),  which 
implies  that  it  was  there  before  but  dissolved  at  some  point  in  time  and  that  Augustus 
Z'  I  have  deliberately  left  out  discussion  of  'honorific  titles'  for  several  reasons:  (1)  'honorific  titles' 
among  the  Jewish  Diaspora  are  not  easy  to  determine,  for  it  is  possible  that  some  of  these  titles  might  in 
fact  be  functionaries;  (2)  by  'honorific  titles',  we  are  suggesting  that  certain  titles  were  given  to  persons 
in  the  assembly  as  an  'honour'  towards  them;  perhaps,  they  had  contributed  to  the  community  in  ways 
that  made  the  community  deem  it  fit  to  honour  them.  As  such,  'honorific  titles'  mean  that  the  holders 
did  not  possess  any  real  leadership  over  the  community.  Thus,  it  would  be  irrelevant  to  our  discussion 
concerning  the  leadership  of  the  Jewish  communities  in  the  Diaspora;  (3)  Williams  rightly  observes  that 
'honorific  titles'  such  as  Father  and  Mother  of  the  community  are  found  on  inscriptions  predominantly 
in  Rome,  and  in  areas  where  Roman  cultural  influence  was  strong  (1998:  46).  Thus,  such  'titles'  may  be 
too  localised  to  be  able  to  illuminate  leadership  on  a  wider  scale. 206 
had  brought  it  back  to  perform  the  functions  of  the  `ethnarch'.  24  The  title  of  `ethnarch' 
appears  to  have  been  employed  only  in  Alexandria. 
rF-Pouata'pXijg 
Gerousiarch  is  the  most  widely  attested  term  for  the  leader  (or  president)  of  the 
synagogal  council.  The  term  used  in  the  Greek  is  'ycpovßtapxT  s  ßuvwycayijs  (e.  g. 
CIA,  no.  561,  Puteoli;  first  century  CE;  no.  368,  Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE). 
In  CIJ  I,  no.  368,  Kyntianos  was  the  yFpouatoipxij;  of  the  community.  There  are 
other  inscriptions  which  attest  to  this  title,  but  its  precise  duty  or  responsibility  is 
uncertain.  25  Of  these,  the  most  significant  is  CJI  I,  no.  533,  which  is  about  the 
acquisition  of  a  plot  of  land  by  the  Jewish  assembly.  This  was  done  through  passing  a 
motion.  And  the  plot  of  land  was  presented  as  a  gift  to  a  ?  EpovatdpxijS  named 
Gaius  Iulius  Iustus,  who  was  probably  well  regarded  and  influential  enough  to  receive 
such  a  `gift'.  It  is  significant  that  the  motion  received  `unanimous  agreement'  of  the 
yEpou  ia.  The  fact  that  the  ycpouatdpyTS  was  the  president  of  the  ruling  council 
(ycpouaia)  suggests  that  he  had  relatively  great  power. 
IIpoatiäti'qS 
The  next  most  common  term  for  the  president  is  prostates  (7tpoc  c  u-qq).  The 
word  means  `one  who  stands  before',  a  `front-rank'  person.  26  An  inscription  from 
Xenephyris,  dated  around  140-116  BCE  mentions  the  dedication  of  a  gateway  by  the 
Jews  to  the  prayer-house  during  the  presidency  (itpoßtithov)  of  Theodoros  and 
Achillion  (CIJII,  no.  1441).  The  mention  of  the  presidency  suggests  that  the  act  of 
24  Cf.  Schürer  111.93. 
25  Cf.  CIJ  I,  no.  9;  Noy  11,  no.  487  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]);  CIJ  I,  no.  147;  CIJ  12,  no.  408; 
CH  I,  no.  301;  CIJ  12,  no.  119;  and  CIJ  1,  no.  533. 
26  Liddell-Scott  1940:  1526. 207 
dedicating  the  gateway  was  undertaken  under  the  leadership  of  the  two  rpoßtiätiat, 
and  that  their  leadership  was  probably  instrumental  in  that  dedication.  We  cannot  be 
fully  certain  what  the  duties  of  a  npoatiäti11s  entailed.  But  it  is  likely  that  a 
7tpoati  vIg,  like  the  'ycpovatdpxi  q,  held  leadership  of  the  ruling  council  and 
therefore  probably  had  considerable  authority  in  deciding  matters  pertaining  to  the 
Jewish  community,  in  this  case,  in  Xenephyris.  27  Although  both  titles  are  found 
between  second  and  fourth  centuries  CE  in  Rome,  28  it  is  not  certain  what  differentiates 
between  the  two.  It  could  be  that  they  held  similar  power  but  performed  different 
functions  within  the  leadership  of  the  council.  Or  it  could  be  that  they  complemented 
each  other  in  their  official  duties  as  leaders  over  the  ruling  council.  Or  it  could  be  that 
different  Jewish  communities  in  different  localities  used  different  terms  for  the  same 
leadership  roles. 
r1oa,  Lti«axns 
In  an  appendix,  Horsley  has  demonstrated  the  abundance  of  epigraphic 
attestations  of  itoXt'tdpxiic  in  general,  particularly  in  northern  Greece.  29  In  an 
Egyptian  inscription  (CPJ  III,  no.  1530a,  Leontopolis;  first  century  CE),  one  such 
ito%ttiäpXTlq  among  Jews  was  honoured  with  the  headship  in  two  places  (Stßawv 
'ydp  TE  tiöicov  itoXtitiapxwv  (i  tdS  kagco).  Although  the  word  tictµuu  is  used, 
which  suggests  that  the  title  was  possibly  honorific,  the  next  line  speaks  of  the 
itoXLtidpxijS  performing  his  double  duty  generously  (tiijv  &  tepfi  Saitäv'r  v 
27  Cf.  also  CIJ  I2,  no.  100  (third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ])  and  CIJ  1,  no.  365  (third  and  fourth  centuries 
CE  [?  ]).  And  see  also  Williams  1998:  184,  n15. 
28  Two  other  inscriptions  are  found  in  different  places:  CIJ  I,  no.  561  in  the  vicinity  of  Puteoli  and  dated 
in  the  first  century  CE  while  CIJ  II,  no.  1441  in  Xenephyris  and  dated  from  140  to  116  BCE.  Thus,  it 
suggests  that  the  leadership  of  the  ruler  of  the  council  is  an  established  position. 
29  Horsley  1994:  419-431. 208 
?  kavvaas  xdpi.  nv).  What  the  inscription  also  suggests  is  that  a  leader  of  a  ruling 
council  of  the  community  could  be  the  leader  of  another  community  in  another 
geographical  location.  30 
The  above  few  titles  reflect  the  conception  that  the  Diaspora  Jews  organised 
themselves  into  assemblies  in  which  they  either  elected  or  appointed  their  own  ruling 
council  with  a  leader.  At  times,  there  might  be  more  than  one  such  head  over  the 
ruling  council.  It  is  also  possible  that  different  Jewish  assemblies  in  different 
geographical  localities  or  at  different  times  may  have  used  different  terms  for  these 
leaders. 
5.3.2  Members  of  the  synagogal  council31 
V  APxovteq 
The  most  widely  attested  term  for  the  members  of  the  synagogal  council  is 
archons  (dpXOVrF-S).  However,  some  archons  were  elected  for  a  fixed  term  (CIJ  I, 
no.  457);  some  were  re-elected  (CIJ  I,  no.  397,  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE);  and  others 
remained  archons  for  life  (CIJ  I2,  no.  416).  A  title  that  is  possibly  honorific  is  dpxoov 
itc.  a11S  -T<E>tI.  tf  c  (`archon  of  all  honour',  CIJI,  no.  85;  CIJ  I2,  no.  324;  both  from 
Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE).  The  functions  of  the  archons  most  probably 
included  the  general  management  of  the  community's  day-to-day  affairs.  They 
probably  formed  the  majority,  if  not  the  total,  membership  of  the  gerousia  mentioned 
in  Josephus  (Bell  7.410-16;  cf.  Philo,  Flacc  76).  Philo  refers  to  the  leadership  of  the 
Jewish  community  as  gerousia  and  archontes  interchangeably  (Flacc  74  and  117). 
'o  One  other  term  that  possibly  refers  to  the  leadership  of  the  ruling  council  of  the  Jewish  community  in 
the  Diaspora  is  blißtioitiric  toy  ica0Lat6v  (CIJ  II,  no.  800,  Bithynia;  undated).  Although  it  is  possible 
for  the  title  to  be  a  reference  to  the  head  of  the  ruling  council,  its  paucity  of  attestation  renders  it  too 
uncertain  to  be  included  in  this  discussion. 
31  By  `synagogal  council',  I  do  not  mean  a  particular  council  overseeing  the  physical  building  of  the 
synagogue,  but  rather,  a  council  of  leaders  overseeing  the  assembly  of  Jews  in  their  day  to  day  affairs 
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And  according  to  Tcherikover,  archons  played  the  principal  role  in  all  Jewish 
communities  of  the  Roman  empire.  32  In  Cyrenaica,  three  inscriptions33  cited  by 
Applabaum  bear  the  term  archons.  The  first  lists  seven  archons,  the  second  nine  and 
the  third  eleven.  The  increase  in  the  number  of  archons  over  the  years  suggests  that 
the  community  had  grown  in  size.  It  is  not  clear  whether  they  were  elected  or 
appointed  to  represent  the  community.  34  Applebaum  is  of  the  opinion  that  they  were 
elected;  but  there  is  no  convincing  evidence  to  say  that  they  were  not  appointed.  They 
could  be  included  among  the  members  of  the  gerousia  whose  political  leadership  over 
the  people  is  indicated  by  their  ability  to  convene  a  general  assembly  of  the  people  for 
the  purpose  of  exposing  the  revolutionaries.  5  And  the  assembly  of  the  Jews  seemed 
willing  to  listen  to  and  accept  these  leaders'  ruling. 
lpov'Lt6'njq 
This  term  literally  means  `manager'.  The  duties  of  a  ýpov'tta't'rj;  were 
probably  financial  and  managerial.  For  example,  an  inscription  on  the  decoration  of 
the  synagogue  with  mosaics  (CIJ  12 
,  no.  723,  Aegina,  fourth  century  CE)  mentions  a 
ýpovtitatiij1 
,  which  suggests  that  he  was  linked  to  the  decoration.  The  decoration 
would  have  involved  money  and  official  approval,  and  thus  leadership.  36  However, 
32  Tcherikover,  CPJ  I.  10;  cf.  Schürer  111.98-101. 
33  The  first  is  CIG  no.  5362,8-6  BCE  (Applebaum  1974:  486);  the  second  is  CIG  no.  5361,  dated  24-25 
CE  (Applebaum  1974:  487);  the  third  is  not  cited  by  Applebaum  (1974:  487)  but  dated  56  CE. 
34  Cf.  CIJ  I,  no.  397  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]);  CIJ  12,  no.  384  (Rome;  third  and  fourth 
centuries  CE  [?  ]);  and  CIJ  I2,  no.  391  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]).  These  inscriptions  speak 
of  three  archon,  namely,  Sabbatis,  Pomponis,  and  Prokoulous,  who  have  all  been  archon  twice.  This 
suggests  that  either  they  were  re-elected  or  re-appointed.  The  inscriptions  do  not  reveal  much  about  the 
way  in  which  these  leaders  were  made  archon,  except  the  fact  that  they  held  the  position  twice.  It  is 
also  possible  that  some  of  the  archon  serve  as  leaders  for  life  (cf.  CIJ  I2,  no.  416,  Rome;  third  and  fourth 
centuries  CE  [?  ];  CIJ  1,  no.  398,  Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]). 
ss  See  Beil  7.409ff  for  such  an  example. 
36  The  post  of  a  4povtto  tijS  is  possibly  an  elective  one,  though  there  is  no  reason  why  it  cannot  be  by 
appointment.  Whether  it  is  a  more  senior  post  than  that  of  an  archon,  we  cannot  be  sure;  see,  for 
example,  CIJ  I,  no.  337  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE),  and  CIJ  1,  no.  494  (Rome;  third  and  fourth 210 
4pov'natiat  are  not  very  well  attested,  and  all  the  attestations  are  late  (?  ),  which 
indicates  that  only  a  minority  of  the  Jewish  assemblies  had  such  officers.  7  Thus,  all 
that  can  be  said  is  that  some  Jewish  assemblies,  probably  the  financially  more  able 
ones,  had  ýpovttatiai  for  the  purpose  of  management  of  finance  and  possibly 
property.  38 
IIp£6  j3  &tcpoS 
The  title  of  itpcaßvtepoq  is  rather  ambiguous.  It  can  mean  either  an  `elderly 
person'  or  an  ordinary,  non-executive  member  of  a  synagogal  council.  The  title  of 
rpc  3  S'tcpog  is  attested  in  both  literary  and  inscriptional  sources.  In  the  inscriptions 
mostly  of  the  fourth  century  CE,  both  men  and  women  `elders'  have  been  attested. 
While  we  cannot  be  totally  certain  about  their  functions,  some  tentative  statements 
may  still  be  made  about  them,  based  on  the  evidence  that  we  have.  Most  of  our 
literary  references  to  tpca  i3tepoq  come  from  the  NT.  In  Luke  7.3-5,  it  is  recorded 
that  the  centurion  sent  for  Jesus  via  the  `elders'  of  the  Jews.  In  this  passage,  the  elders 
appear  in  the  plural,  suggesting  that  they  operated  as  leaders  of  the  assembly.  Brooten 
points  out  that  these  elders,  being  in  the  town  of  Capernaum,  could  have  been  Jewish 
elders  of  the  city.  39  But  Luke  does  not  clarify  the  position  of  the  `elders'  or  their 
functions.  Another  NT  reference  to  tpsaßvtiepot  relates  the  arrest  of  Jesus  (Matt 
26.57;  cf.  Mark  14.53;  Luke  22.66).  Although  this  passage  is  filled  with  uncertainties, 
v  57  includes  the  1tpcßßüticpot,  in  the  group  of  Jewish  leaders.  Since  the  Gospel  of 
centuries  CE)  where  Eupsychos  and  Domnos  had  both  been  archon  more  times  than  they  had  been 
phronlisles. 
"  Williams  1998:  41. 
'$  Cf.  CIJ  12,  no.  722  (Aegina;  fourth  century  CE)  which  mentions  one  Theodoros  who,  while  being  the 
äpxtavvcEywyoc,  also  held  the  position  of  4povtitatý  for  four  years  during  which  he  built  the 
synagogue  from  its  foundations  out  of  85  gold  coins  from  the  revenues  (perhaps  the  community's 
treasury?  )  and  105  gold  coins  from  the  gifts  (possibly  a  bequest)  to  God. 
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Matthew  has  been  recognised  by  scholars  to  have  been  written  by  a  Jew  for  a  Jewish 
audience,  the  mention  of  the  Jewish  leaders  here  would  probably  reflect  some  social 
reality.  Thus  we  can  at  least  make  a  tentative  suggestion  that  the  `elders'  were 
members  of  the  ruling  Jewish  council.  40  And  several  inscriptions  confirm  this.  For 
example,  in  CIJ  I2,  no.  663  (Elche,  Spain;  fourth  century  CE),  the  titles  of  archons  and 
`elders'  (itpcaßv'tcpo1.  )  are  inscribed  alongside  each  other.  This  parallelisation  of  the 
two  titles  suggests  that  the  ltpF-apütEpot,  like  the  archons,  were  members  of  the 
Jewish  synagogal  council.  Similarly,  CIJ  12  ,  no.  73  If  (Samos;  second  and  third 
centuries  CE)  mentions  itpeßßv,  tcpot  of  the  Jewish  synagogue,  which  corroborates  to 
some  extent  what  CI]  I2,  no.  663  suggests.  4'  Although  some  inscriptions  attest  to 
women  `elders'  (1  pcapvt  p(u),  42  the  number  of  these  inscriptions  is  not  great  43 
The  above  discussion  shows  that  the  title  of  `elders'  can  be  held  by  men 
(7rpcaßvti£pot)  and  women  (itpca(3u'c  pat).  The  `elders'  were  members  of  the 
council  of  the  Jewish  assembly.  It  is  not  absolutely  clear  what  their  duties  and 
functions  entailed.  What  can  be  stated  with  confidence  is  that  the  `elders',  together 
40  Brooten  1982:  47  cites  several  NT  texts:  Acts  11.30;  15.2,4,6,22-23;  16.4;  21.18;  Jas  5.14,  and  says 
that  these  elders  'usually  appear  in  the  plural  as  a  decision-making  body  of  the  church'.  While  this 
observation  may  illuminate  our  understanding  of  'elders',  the  problem  with  using  Christian  texts  to 
understand  Jewish  leadership  has  its  drawbacks,  even  though  Brooten  emphasises  the  fact  that  these 
'elders'  appear  in  a  Jewish-Christian  context.  For  example,  the  'elders'  in  the  Christian  church  could 
well  be  a  separate  and  independent  development,  with  a  'loan'  term  of  ipcc  3S  tepoq  from  their  Jewish 
counterpart,  but  without  the  meaning  or  function  of  the  Jewish  irpcaßütiepoS.  See  Campbell  (1994) 
who  argues  against  any  continuity  of  the  function  of  'elders'  between  the  NT  and  Judaism. 
41  See  further  CIJ  II,  no.  829  (Doura-Europos;  mid  third  century  CE). 
42  E.  g.  CIJ  12  ,  no.  73Ic  (Crete;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE);  CIJ  12,  no.  581  (Venosa;  third  and  fourth 
centuries  CE);  and  Noy  I,  no.  163  (Rabat,  Malta;  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  CE).  See  Brooten  1982:  12  who 
demonstrates  that  a  1cpcaßut  pa  was  a  functionary  title. 
"  Brooten  1982:  1  reveals  that  there  are  nineteen  Greek  and  Latin  inscriptions  in  which  women  bear  the 
various  leadership  titles  of  the  Jewish  assemblies.  In  the  case  of  Venosa,  Brooten  argues  that  the 
`concentration  of  ... 
five  inscriptions  in  one  catacomb  is  striking  ...  to  suggest  that  the  Venosan 
community  may  have  had  a  tradition  of  granting  women  official  functions'  (1982:  44). 212 
with  the  other  members  of  the  Jewish  council,  led  the  Jewish  communities  in  the 
Diaspora  in  the  management  of  their  community's  affairs  44 
5.3.3  Archisynagogoi 
In  the  following,  I  will  discuss  those  inscriptions  that  bear  directly  on  Jewish 
leadership  in  cultic  matters.  This  is  in  accordance  with  Williams's  outline  of  the 
Jewish  officials  and  dignitaries,  which  has  dpxtauvdycoyot/  dpxtauvaycSytaaat 
and  their  cognates  as  the  primary  leaders  over  cultic  matters.  I  do  not  find  this  title  to 
necessarily  refer  to  the  `ruler'  or  `head'  of  the  synagogue,  as  Brooten  takes  it  to  be. 
The  reasons  why  Brooten's  decision  to  treat  the  title  as  `head'  of  the  synagogue  is  not 
necessarily  correct  will  become  clear  in  the  discussion  that  follows.  However,  the 
character  of  the  title  dpxtauvthywyos  is  difficult  to  determine,  as  the  inscriptions 
bearing  the  title  do  not  provide  sufficient  information.  And  it  is  necessary  to  clarify 
that  while  the  titles  dpxtaovdywyoc  and  dpxtavvayaS'ytaaa  do  indicate  that  the 
holders  of  these  offices  were  leaders  of  the  Jewish  assembly,  they  may  not  be  the 
`heads'  at  all  45  We  can  only  draw  tentative  conclusions  about  what  aspects  of 
communal  life  they  were  responsible  for. 
Literary  sources  from  the  NT  attest  to  the  office  of  äpxtauväycoyoc  which 
may  illuminate  our  understanding  of  its  function.  The  story  of  the  äpxtavväywyoq 
as  Although  it  has  been  claimed  that  the  ypaµµatic  5s  was  an  employee  of  the  synagogue,  inscriptional 
evidence  shows  that  ypaµµcvcc{S  included  parents  (CIJ  I,  no.  145,  Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries 
CE),  children  (CIJ  I,  no.  149),  and  a  grandson  (CIJ  I,  no.  146).  Further,  a'ypapgom  Vs  could  be  an 
official,  either  elected  or  appointed  (cf.  CIJ  12,  no.  121,  Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]).  The 
fact  that  it  is  a  well  attested  title  suggests  that  its  holder  was  more  than  just  a  mere  employee  of  the 
synagogue.  The  title  could  carry  with  it  official  duties  and  authority.  And  the  appearance  of  both 
ypaµµa-te  5  and  archon  in  CIJ  I,  no.  145  suggests  that  the  two  titles  are  of  equal  importance.  But  little 
is  known  of  the  functions  and  significance  of  this  post,  even  though  there  are  other  individual 
ypaµµatetS  attested  (e.  g.  Noy  II,  no.  575  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]);  CIJ  I,  no.  456 
(Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]);  and  CIJ  1,  no.  148  (Rome;  third  and  fourth  centuries  CE  [?  ]). 
45  In  this  connection,  I  do  not  disagree  with  Brooten's  argument  that  women  in  the  ancient  synagogues 
did  hold  positions  of  leadership  which  were  functional  and  not  honorific. 213 
Jairos  is  told  in  all  the  Synoptic  Gospels.  In  Mark  5.22,35,36,38,  and  Luke  8.49,  the 
term  äpxußuvoiycoyoS  is  mentioned  with  reference  to  Jairos.  However,  in  Luke  8.41 
Jairos  is  not  referred  to  as  dpxtßuvä&yo  yOq  but  rather  as  dpxcov  tiijs  ßvvayo  yfig. 
Matthew  refers  to  Jairos  neither  as  dpxtauväycwyoq  nor  äpxcov  zilq  auvayo  yfjs 
but  simply  as  dpxcov  (Matt  9.18,23).  Brooten  argues  that  these  titles  seem  identical 
possibly  because  the  Christian  writer  was  unaware  of  the  Jewish  distinction  and 
therefore  used  the  titles  loosely.  46  Her  solution  that  the  different  titles  could  be  due  to 
geography  and  time  is  possible,  but  does  not  rule  out  that  a  person  could  hold  two 
posts  simultaneously.  47  The  question  is,  what  duties  does  the  post  of  an 
äpxtavvaywyoq  entail? 
The  Gospel  of  Luke  13.10-17  suggests  that  the  öcpxtauvdyo  yOq  `was 
responsible  for  keeping  the  congregation  faithful  to  the  Torah'  (Luke  13.14;  cf.  Acts 
13.15) 
'48  which  is  also  echoed  in  Acts  18.1-17.  Schürer  has  similarly  argued  that  the 
special  responsibility  of  the  dpxtavvc  ycwyoq  was  `to  attend  to  public  worship',  and 
that  `as  a  rule,  he  was  probably  chosen  from  among  the  elders'.  9  Although  the 
function  of  the  äpxtavväyw'yoc  is  difficult  to  determine,  Schürer  and  Brooten's 
point  seems  to  find  some  support  from  rabbinic  literature.  For  example,  in  mYoma 
7.1,  the  procedure  for  the  public  reading  of  the  Torah  scroll  is  laid  down.  It  reads, 
... 
The  minister  of  the  synagogue  used  to  take  a  scroll  of  the  Law  and  give  it  to 
the  chief  of  the  synagogue,  and  the  chief  of  the  synagogue  gave  it  to  the 
46  Brooten  1982:  15. 
47  See,  for  example,  C!  J  I2,  no.  73  Ic  which  refers  to  one  Sophia  who  was  both  irpcßßu  t  pa  and 
dpxtavvaycSytaaa  at  the  same  time;  and  CIJ  I2,  no.  722  in  which  Theodoros  was  both 
äpxtauvdycuyos  and  npovttatTS  simultaneously. 
48  Brooten  1982:  16. 
49  Schürer  11.435. 214 
Prefect,  and  the  Prefect  gave  it  to  the  High  Priest,  and  the  High  Priest  received 
it  standing  and  read  it  standing  (cf.  mSota  7.7,8). 
The  `chief  of  the  synagogue'  in  the  Hebrew  is  ! 10]ýýI  tý  i-1,  whose  Greek  equivalent  is 
etymologically  dpxtauvoi'ywyoc,  as  observed  by  Brooten.  50  This  suggests  that  the 
dpxtavvdyo  yos  was  probably  among  those  who  played  the  leading  roles  in  the 
administration  of  the  worship  proper.  This  seems  to  parallel  Acts  13.13-15  where  Paul 
and  Barnabas  were  invited  by  the  dpxtavväycoyot,  on  a  Sabbath,  to  speak  to  the 
people  if  they  had  any  word  of  encouragement  (Acts  13.15).  We  cannot  be  altogether 
certain  if  the  cr,  pxtavvc  ywyot  here  played  exactly  the  same  role  as  the  110]»  &I  of 
the  Mishnah.  All  that  can  be  known  about  the  äpxtßvvc  &wyoc  in  Acts  13.14-15  is 
that  the  title  possibly  involved  some  aspects  of  leadership  over  the  cultic  matters  of  the 
community. 
It  is  possible  that  the  äpxta'uva  ywyoq  is  also  involved  in  other  matters,  such 
as  the  management  of  the  community's  property.  For  example,  an  inscription  states 
that  an  dpxtauvdycwyos  named  Ilasios  contributed  150  feet  of  pavement  of  the 
entryway  of  the  synagogue  with  mosaics  (CIJ  II,  no.  803,  Apamea  in  Syria;  392  CE). 
This  same  inscription  also  testifies  to  the  fact  that  there  could  be  several 
dpxtßuvoiyw'yot  of  the  assembly  at  a  given  time,  suggesting  that  the  responsibility 
of  an  dpxtauvdyo  yoS  could  be  more  than  mere  cultic  matters.  Another  inscription, 
which  has  already  been  discussed  earlier,  shows  that  the  dpxtauvdywyog  could  also 
be  responsible  for  the  care  of  the  assembly's  property  which  at  times  might  even 
so  Brooten  1982:  17. 215 
include  the  building  of  the  property  itself  (CIJ  12 
,  no.  722,  Aegina;  fourth  century  CE).  5' 
Such  a  responsibility  might  be  great  enough  to  involve  other  leaders.  Brooten  argues 
against  this  hypothesis  on  the  grounds  that  bearers  of  other  titles  as  well  as  bearers  of 
no  titles  have  been  listed  as  donors  in  inscriptions.  52  However,  it  is  important  for  us  to 
note  that  constructing  a  building  in  the  ancient  world  was  no  easy  task.  Besides 
financial  contributions  and  leadership,  there  would  have  been  many  others  who  were 
involved  in  the  process.  And  it  is  natural  for  the  loved  ones  of  all  others  (or  even  the 
persons  themselves)  involved  in  the  construction  to  inscribe  their  contributions  on 
inscriptions.  What  is  enlightening  is  that  when  a  leader  was  described  as  having 
contributed  to  the  foundations  or  construction  (or  both)  of  a  community's  project,  in 
this  case,  a  synagogue,  it  has  to  mean  more  than  just  contributing  as  a  donor.  It  is  not 
unreasonable  to  postulate  that  the  leader  in  question  probably  also  had  a  hand  in  the 
decision-making  of  constructing  the  building  as  well.  Further,  any  leader  of  a 
community  would  most  naturally  want  his/her  reputation  to  be  enhanced  by  either  the 
construction  or  the  upgrading  of  a  public  building,  or  both.  The  Theodotos  inscription 
(CIJ  II,  no.  1404,  Jerusalem;  before  70  CE)  reveals  two  basic  functions  of  the 
dpxtßovdywyos:  (1)  responsibility  over  the  cultic  matters  such  as  scripture  reading; 
and  (2)  responsibility  over  the  community's  property.  Although  the  Theodotos 
inscription  refers  to  the  äpxtavvd  ywyoq  in  Jerusalem,  rather  than  the  Diaspora,  the 
title's  functions  may  shed  light  on  our  understanding  of  its  duties  in  the  Diaspora. 
While  the  inscription  does  speak  about  the  guest-house  and  its  various  facilities,  it  is 
not  clear  whether  what  is  inside  the  building  is  part  of  the  responsibility  of  the 
dpxtßuvd  yco  yo;.  Meggitt  rightly  points  out  that  the  few  inscriptions  do  not  say 
51  Other  examples  can  be  seen  in  CIJ  II,  no.  744  (Teos  in  Ionia;  third  century  CE);  Le  Bohec,  no.  14 
(Salamis,  Cyprus;  third  century  CE  [cited  in  Williams  1998:  45]);  CIJ  12,  no's.  282,584  and  638. 
52  Brooten  1982:  24. 216 
conclusively  what  the  dpxtauvoiywyot  did,  and  that  we  should  not  assume  that  their 
duties  and  positions  were  uniform  throughout  all  the  Diaspora  communities  and 
throughout  the  six  centuries  from  which  our  sources  come.  53  It  is  thus  necessary  for  us 
to  say  that  what  can  be  known  about  the  äpxtßvvc  yo  yot  is  only  tentative.  And 
from  the  information  we  have  gathered  so  far,  fragmentary  though  it  may  be,  there 
seem  to  be  two  basic  functions  for  the  dpxtßovd'ywyot,  that  of  cultic  matters  and 
that  of  property  management.  Beyond  this,  nothing  conclusive  or  definitive  can  be 
said.  54 
When  we  look  at  the  Jewish  communities  organising  themselves  into 
assemblies  for  the  above  functions,  then  the  authority/leadership  of  the  leaders 
mentioned  above  become  important  for  the  successful  operation  of  the  Jewish 
assembly  in  the  Diaspora.  This  raises  the  question  of  how  deviant  members  should  be 
dealt  with,  that  is,  those  who  do  not  conform  to  the  community's  norms.  What  sort  of 
sanctions  are  imposed  on  them? 
5.4  Deviance  and  discipline  in  the  community 
I  shall,  at  the  outset,  define  `deviance'  as  the  failure  to  conform  to  the  norm/s, 
which  are  what  the  majority  of  a  community  accept  as  the  values  and  principles 
governing  the  relations  within  that  community,  between  its  members,  and  between  it 
and  outside  communities  (or  outsiders).  In  the  case  of  the  Jewish  community,  the 
`norms'  would  clearly  be  the  Jewish  scripture.  The  leadership  of  the  community  as 
seen  above  would  be  the  ones  who  decide  (or  interpret)  what  constitutes 
53  Meggitt  1998:  141-43. 
sa  Rajak  1999:  161-73  suggests  that  the  ancient  synagogue  operates  like  a  mini-city  within  the  Graeco- 
Roman  world  of  which  the  operations  within  the  Jewish  assembly,  including  its  cult,  are  a  microcosm  of 
the  larger  Graeco-Roman  world.  Sanders  1999:  3  comments:  'Jews  generally  wished  to  be  able  to 
assemble,  to  keep  their  ancestral  customs,  to  worship  in  their  own  ways,  to  keep  the  Sabbath,  to  observe 
dietary  restrictions,  to  decide  their  own  internal  affairs,  and  to  collect  money  to  spend  on  their  own 
community  activities,  or  to  send  to  Jerusalem,  or  both'. 217 
obedience/disobedience  to  the  law.  Thus,  `deviant  behaviour'  would  be  the  behaviour 
which  goes  against  the  values  and  principles  of  the  community,  as  defined  by  the  law 
and  interpreted  by  the  leadership.  55  Central  to  my  thesis  is  the  issue  of  idolatry.  As 
explained  in  chapter  two,  one  of  the  acts  which  constitute  idolatry  is  that  of 
`unfaithfulness'  to  one's  ancestral  tradition.  What  therefore  constitutes  `deviant 
behaviour'  in  our  case  would  be  acts  which  are  contrary  to  ancestral  tradition,  that  is, 
the  covenant  as  enshrined  in  the  Torah,  through  which  the  leaders  were  able  to  pull  the 
people  together  as  a  distinct  community.  Thus,  Josephus  speaks  of  a  community  of 
harmony  which  displays  `unity  and  identity  of  religious  belief,  perfect  uniformity  in 
habits  and  customs'  (C  Ap  2.179).  This  idealisation  of  the  community  is  to  Josephus 
due  to  the  institution  of  the  Law  which  could  not  be  improved  (CAp  2.184-85).  It  is 
likely  that  Josephus'  concept  of  the  Law  as  a  perfect  constitution  was  held  by  most 
Jews.  Philo  affirms  this  by  emphasising  reading,  studying  and  obeying  the  Torah  as 
the  main  things  in  life  and  the  central  activities  of  the  community,  56  for  which  there  are 
two  basic  purposes:  (1) `faithfulness'  to  the  ancestral  tradition  (Spec  1.56);  and  (2) 
abstinence  from  idolatrous  acts  (Spec  1.25,28ff).  The  first  purpose  is  seen  in  Philo's 
allusion  to  Num  25,  which  will  be  discussed  further  below.  The  second  purpose  is 
seen  in  Philo's  reference  to  the  commandment  of  God  not  to  make  Gods  of  silver  and 
gold,  nor  anything  that  is  meant  to  represent  the  true  God  (Spec  1.21-22).  Thus, 
reading  and  studying  the  Torah  should  rightly  lead  to  obedience  to  its  commands  and 
precepts,  and  so  serve  the  purpose  of  motivating  the  people  to  abstain  from  idolatry. 
What  the  above  means  is  that  any  disobedience  will  be  judged  by  the 
community  on  the  basis  of  the  Law.  Seland  has  suggested  recently  that  deviance  from 
ss  Still  1999:  99,  `Deviance,  then,  is  any  behaviour  or  belief  that  is  perceived  by  a  particular  social 
group  as  a  violation  of  their  given  norms  or  conventions'  (italics  original). 
36  Cf.  Opif  128;  Spec  1.56;  2.62;  Hypoth  7.12f;  Prob  80-82. 218 
accepted  norms  can  instigate  a  `clash  of  interests',  and  that  in  every  society  there  are 
some  rules  which  allow  for  or  regulate  the  use  of  coercion.  57  These  can  take  various 
forms,  formal  or  informal,  undertaken  by  either  groups  or  individuals  who  consider 
58  themselves  as  acting  on  behalf  of  some  authorities.  The  acts  of  coercion  are 
categorised  by  Seland  under  three  main  headings:  (1)  measures  of  accommodation;  (2) 
measures  of  official  disciplinary  punishments;  and  (3)  measures  of  violence.  59  He  then 
argues  that  in  the  Lukan  Acts,  acts  of  violence  against  those  who  are  perceived  by  the 
`establishment'  to  have  violated  the  Law  are  not  lynching  but  legitimate  acts  on  the 
basis  of  `zeal'  for  the  Law.  60 
There  are  several  examples  from  Jewish  authors  concerning  Jews  who  have  not 
followed  their  ancestral  tradition  or  have  participated  in  idolatrous  acts.  In  chapters 
two  and  four,  we  have  seen  examples  of  idolatry  in  the  OT  and  Jews'  participation  in 
idolatry  in  the  Second  Temple  period,  respectively.  Such  Jews  according  to  our 
definitions  of  idolatry  in  chapter  two  would  be  considered  to  have  `deviated'  from  the 
`norms'.  What  sanctions  are  imposed  on  such  acts? 
The  OT  lists  several  punishments,  particularly  in  Deuteronomy.  According  to 
H.  Goldin,  there  are  seven  classifications  of  punishment  under  the  Mosaic  system, 
while  later  rabbinic  tradition  adds  another  three.  They  may  be  briefly  mentioned:  (1) 
by  death;  (2)  by  `karet'/excision;  (3)  by  banishment;  (4)  by  flagellation;  (5)  by  the  lex 
talionis;  (6)  by  fines;  and  (7)  by  penal  slavery61  The  rabbinic  additions  are:  (1) 
imprisonment;  (2)  death  at  the  hand  of  heaven;  and  (3)  death  at  the  hands  of  the  mob 
s'  Seland  1995:  6. 
58  Seland  1995:  6. 
59  Seland  1995:  7-12. 
60  Thus,  his  argument  seeks  to  critique  Goodenough's  theory  of  lynching  in  Philo.  For  details  of  his 
evaluation  of  Goodenough,  see  Seland  1995:  20-42. 
61  Goldin  1952:  14f,  cited  in  Seland  1995:  9,  n26. 219 
(mSanh  9.6).  The  rabbinic  tradition  in  this  case  specifies  that  the  `zealots'  may  fall  on 
such  a  person  who  violates  the  Law  by  going  to  an  Aramean  woman,  a  possible 
allusion  to  Num  25.  Of  these,  we  have  evidence  of  punishment  by  death,  and  in  the 
NT,  by  flagellation  (in  the  case  of  Paul,  cf.  2  Cor  11.24).  Horbury  has  recently  argued 
that  the  OT  treatment  of  apostasy  is  capital  punishment  but  mostly  in  theory,  although 
sometimes  the  capital  punishment  may  actually  be  practised.  62  Such  punishment 
involves  curses,  exclusion/expulsion,  and  death,  with  the  second  acting  as  a  prelude  to 
the  third,  that  is,  the  death  penalty.  63  1  will  examine  a  few  examples  of  sanctions  to 
determine  how  the  Diaspora  communities  dealt  with  serious  cases  of  deviance.  The 
examples  are  not  all  related  to  idolatry,  but  most  of  them  are  and  give  us  an  overall 
picture  of  how  sanctions  are  imposed.  My  focus  below  will  initially  be  on  the  issue  of 
idolatry  and  the  Phinehas/zeal  tradition,  but  will  move  on  to  other  cases  of  deviance, 
including  the  case  of  Paul  himself. 
5.4.1  `Zeal'  of  Phinehas  in  Num  25 
Num  25.1-17,  which  has  been  looked  at  in  chapter  two  above,  records  an 
idolatrous  event  involving  Israelite  youths.  This  caused  a  great  anger  in  God  who 
brought  about  a  plague  that  killed  many  of  the  Hebrew  people.  The  hero  of  the  story, 
Phinehas,  became  instrumental  in  stopping  the  plague  when  he  took  it  upon  himself  to 
slay  an  Israelite  man  and  a  Midianite  woman  (Num.  25.6-9)  64  Subsequently,  Phinehas 
is  said  to  have  turned  back  the  wrath  of  God  by  displaying  such  zeal  on  behalf  of  God 
(ev  'rc  ýTIA.  @aat  toi  tio'v  Cf  Xov  Cv  au  coIS,  Num  25.11;  LXX),  and  he  is 
described  as  being  `zealous'  for  his  God  (eýý  Xcoßsv  'tw  AEw  ainoü...,  Num  25.13; 
62  Horbury  1985:  13-38. 
63  Horbury  1985:  16-18.  The  punishment  of  exclusion  is  discussed  in  two  Deutoronomic  contexts:  the 
laws  governing  admission  to  a  congregation;  and  the  penalties  for  breach  of  covenant. 
64  For  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  the  passage,  see  chapter  2.3.2  above. 220 
LXX).  It  seems  the  author  of  Numbers  is  bringing  out  at  least  two  points  in  relating 
the  story.  First,  idolatry  (in  this  case,  sexual  liaison  with  Gentile  women  seems  to  be 
the  cause  of  the  idolatry)  provokes  the  wrath  of  God  and  his  `jealousy'.  Second,  `zeal' 
(c  jXos)  for  God  legitimates  the  act  of  killing.  In  the  case  of  Phinehas'  act,  it  is 
considered  `zeal'  on  behalf  of  God. 
1  Maccabees 
A  similar  kind  of  sanction  is  illustrated  in  the  military  campaign  of  the 
Maccabean  brothers  against  the  Gentile  rulers  who  seek  to  defile  the  Temple  and  force 
the  Jews  to  abandon  their  God  and  their  ancestral  tradition,  that  is,  the  Law.  1  Macc 
records  the  campaign  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes  in  plundering  the  city  of  the  Jews  and 
the  Temple  in  Jerusalem  (1  Macc 1.20-24;  cf.  2  Macc  5.11-16).  And  two  years  later  he 
further  issued  a  decree  which  required  all  to  become  one  people  (1  Macc  4.41-46)  and 
that  each  nation  was  to  renounce  its  own  particular  customs.  The  author  tells  us  that 
the  renunciation  of  one's  customs  involves:  (1)  adopting  foreign  customs  (v  44);  (2) 
banning  offerings/sacrifices,  profaning  the  Sabbath  (v  45);  (3)  defiling  the  sanctuary  (v 
46);  (4)  building  altars,  shrines  and  temples  for  idols,  sacrificing  pigs  and  unclean 
beasts  (v  47);  and  (5)  leaving  sons  uncircumcised  (v  48).  All  these  were  done  in  order 
that  the  people  might  `forget  the  Law  and  revoke  all  observance  of  it'  (v  49).  While 
some  accepted  the  decree,  many  Jews  remained  faithful,  among  whom  was  Mattathias 
(cf.  1  Macc  2.15-18)  who,  being  `zealous'  (LýijXcuacv,  2.24),  killed  a  young  Jew  who 
offered  sacrifices  on  the  pagan  altar.  65  It  is  interesting  that  the  author  likens 
Mattathias'  `zeal'  (ýfiXoc)  to  that  of  Phinehas  in  Num  25.  The  same  term, 
65  Cf.  Hengel  1989:  150-51  who  points  out  that  the  tradition  of  Phinehas  received  much  greater 
importance  during  the  'religious  persecution'  under  Antiochus  Epiphanes,  but  based  not  only  on  the 
king's  religious  policy  but  also  on  a  'reform'  by  the  Jews  themselves.  Hence,  Bickermann  1979:  83-90 
rightly  concludes  that  the  war  was  a  `religious  struggle  between  orthodoxy  and  reformers'. 221 
LýIlkcoacv,  is  used  in  the  description  of  both  Phinehas  and  Mattathias.  And  the 
comparison  of  Mattathias  to  Phinehas  is  again  seen  when  Mattathias  later  went  out  to 
the  city  and  called  on  everyone  who  had  `zeal  for  the  Law'  (thS  6  ýrl),  c5v  tiü  vdµco, 
v  27)  to  follow  him.  Before  his  death,  Mattathias  reminded  his  sons  to  have  a'zeal  for 
the  Law'  (ti  jkckr  rrc  tc,  ü  vöµc))  and  to  stand  firm  for  the  `covenant  of  our  ancestors' 
(5=0l  KTl  itati¬pwv  ýµwv)  (2.50).  His  last  words  included  recalling  Phinehas  who 
received  an  everlasting  priesthood  for  his  `zeal'  (2.54).,  Although  most  of  the  story 
concerns  itself  with  details  of  military  operations,  the  author  is  careful  to  show  his 
readers  that  the  main  motivations  lying  behind  the  violent  military  resistance 
movement  were  the  Law,  the  nation  of  Israel  and  the  Holy  Place  of  the  Jews  (i.  e.  the 
Land  and  the  Temple).  66  The  story  ends  with  Simon  and  his  brothers  being  credited 
with  safeguarding  the  integrity  of  the  sanctuary  and  the  Law  (atiaOf  tiä  dyta 
avtiwv  x(xi  6  vöµoq,  14.29).  In  1  Macc  14.14-15,  the  author  shows  that  those  who 
did  not  observe  the  Law  were  in  fact  `lawless'  and  `wicked'  and  that  they  deserved  the 
kind  of  violent  actions  meted  out  by  the  Maccabean  brothers. 
Josephus 
Josephus  discusses  the  story  of  Num  25  and  embellishes  it  with  extra  details, 
thus  providing  us  with  another  example  of  the  possible  sanctions  which  the  community 
of  the  Jews  might  impose  on  those  who  committed  `deviant'  acts.  In  Ant  4.126-55, 
Josephus  describes  the  act  of  the  Israelites  as  a  transgression  of  the  `laws  of  their 
fathers'  (itapýpijßav  t(x'  7ätipta).  Their  actions  are  `contrary  to  that  which  their 
Law  ordained'  (eii  tioovav  'ov  ois  0  vdµos  av&cCov  Ci  Xevc  iotovvticS 
66  E.  g.  Mattathias'  son  Judas  sought  to  encourage  his  people  by  appealing  to  `our  law'  (tiwv  voµ{µwv 
fltcüv,  3.21,47-48,56)  and  to  the  ancestral  tradition  of  courage  and  the  covenant  of  God  (4.8-11). 
Thus,  contra  Hengel  who  observes  that  "'zeal  for  the  law"  receded  more  and  more  into  the  background 
in  confrontation  with  other  themes'  (1989a:  152). 222 
Stec  Xouv)  (Ant  4.139).  And  in  a  defiant  speech  in  response  to  Moses,  the  chief  of 
the  tribe  of  Simeon,  Zambrias,  openly  announced  his  idolatry  (Ant  4.149).  This  led  to 
Phinehas  taking  the  law  into  his  own  hand  by  killing  Zambrias  and  the  woman  with 
whom  he  was  consorting  (4.153-54).  The  rest  of  the  law-abiding  youths  followed  suit. 
All  the  `transgressors'  were  slain  while  many  others  were  destroyed  by  a  pestilence, 
including  those  kin  who  failed  to  restrain  the  transgressors.  This  act  of  Phinehas  and 
his  fellows  is  then  described  as  a  malady  launched  by  God,  thus  giving  the  act  of 
Phinehas  and  his  fellows  the  divine  stamp  of  approval,  while  it  also  means  that  those 
killed  had  received  a  divine  punishment.  The  preservation  of  the  Law  is  therefore 
attributed  to  Phinehas  (4.159).  Seland  has  argued  that  Josephus  is  interested  more  in 
the  speeches  he  inserts  in  the  Phinehas  episode  than  the  actions  of  Phinehas  and  that 
the  omission  of  the  word  ýfiXoq  and  its  equivalents  is  due  to  Josephus's  experiences 
with  the  revolutionaries  who  called  themselves  ý,  n%CO  C  d.  67  However,  the  speeches 
could  well  be  inserted  to  lend  greater  weight  to  the  justification  of  the  act  of  Phinehas. 
And  the  fact  that  Phinehas  is  credited  with  the  preservation  of  the  Law  suggests  that 
Josephus  sees  the  Law  as  the  `final  court  of  appeal'  for  such  an  act  as  that  of  Phinehas. 
Seland  sees  Josephus'  omission  of  the  word  ýf  XoS  as  positive  evidence  for  the 
importance  of  `zeal'  in  contemporary  Judaism.  68 
While  Josephus  clearly  has  in  mind  the  temptations  posed  by  the  surrounding 
Gentile  world  of  his  audience,  69  the  story  nevertheless  illustrates  to  us  the  possible 
67  Seland  1995:  60.  Cf.  Hengel  1989:  154-55. 
68  Seland  1995:  61,  `the  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  his  omission  are  nevertheless  not  totally  negative. 
On  the  contrary,  his  exposition  can  be  taken  to  represent  a  witness  to  the  issue  arising  from  the  Phinehas 
episode  and  the  ýf  Xos  set  forth  therein  had  gained  influence  in  Josephus'  own  time,  and  that  he 
disliked,  to  say  the  least,  this  tendency.  Accordingly,  he  suppressed  this  feature  in  his  retelling  of  the 
Phinehas  episode'.  Indeed,  if  Hengel's  idea  is  valid  that  Josephus  consciously  suppressed  any  elements 
that  may  connect  the  Maccabbees's  `zeal'  and  the  later  `zealots'  (1989:  155),  why  then  did  Josephus  not 
leave  the  story  out  completely? 
69  Cf.  van  Unnik  1974;  and  chapter  3.4.2  above. 223 
conception  of  the  sort  of  sanction/s  which  Jewish  communities  in  general  might  hold. 
It  is  not  clear  whether  the  death  penalty  was  a  theoretical  concept  or  did  in  fact  receive 
endorsement  or  was  ever  carried  out  during  the  Second  Temple.  70  In  this  connection, 
we  may  note  that  Luke  records  that  the  death  sentence  of  Stephen  was  carried  out  by 
stoning  (Acts  7.58-60),  which  is  one  of  the  punishments  listed  by  Goldin.  But  when 
the  extreme  penalty  by  death  is  subtly  endorsed,  it  opens  the  way  for  other  less  but 
nevertheless  severe  punishments. 
Philo 
Philo  views  the  honour  of  God  as  something  to  be  upheld  with  the  utmost 
integrity  and  reverence.  For  him,  anyone  who  betrays  God's  honour  by  abandoning 
the  vital  duty  of  the  service  of  `piety  and  religion'  must  suffer  the  utmost  penalties 
(Spec  1.54).  But  those  who  are  to  carry  out  such  punishments  on  the  impious  are 
described  as  those  who  `have  a  zeal  for  virtue'  (tioiS  ýijXov  txouaty  dpetiijs).  The 
meaning  of  the  word  ýijkos  may  be  seen  in  Philo's  description  of  the  motivation  of 
those  who  execute  the  punishment:  `hatred  of  evil  and  love  of  God'  (Spec  1.55).  They 
therefore  may  be  said  to  possess  a  `zeal'  (ýfXoq)  for  virtue.  And  he  considers  the 
`zealous'  to  be  in  the  position  of  authority  of  all  the  leaders  -  councillors,  jury,  high 
sheriffs,  members  of  the  assembly,  prosecutors,  witnesses,  laws,  people,  etc.  With 
this,  he  goes  on  to  cite  the  Phinehas  example  to  illustrate  his  point. 
It  is  noteworthy  that  Philo  begins  by  emphasising  that  he  is  citing  a  reference 
from  the  laws:  dvay&ypaittiai  tits  ev  toIS  vd  totg  ('There  is  recorded  in  the 
laws...  ').  This  could  well  be  intentional,  to  point  out  the  fact  that  the  story  is  itself 
70  Cf.  Brown  1994:  328-97,  especially  348-72.  What  can  be  known  is  that  in  most  cases,  the  Roman 
authorities  would  allow  the  Jews  to  execute  their  own  punishments  on  such  crimes  as  the  violation  of 
the  temple  and  adultery.  Beyond  this,  the  jurisdiction  must  lie  with  the  Roman  authorities.  In  the  case 
of  the  trial  of  Jesus  by  the  Sanhedrin,  political  factors  appear  to  have  been  involved. 224 
recorded  in  the  laws  and  thus  reflects  a  legal  legitimation  of  what  is  written  in  it.  He 
then  describes  the  behaviour  of  some  Israelites  as  `spurning  their  ancestral  customs' 
((X'Xoayovvtiag...  tiwv  itatiptcov)  and  `seeking  admission  to  the  rites  of  a  fabulous 
religion'  (tcXovµ  voc  59  tidq  iwOi  dc  ticXEti(x'S).  This  is  seen  particularly  in  the 
ringleader's  public  sacrifices  to  idols  (Oußiag  äydXµaat  xoci  ýodvots  dO&tou;  ) 
(Spec  1.56).  This  act  of  the  ringleader  constitutes  idolatry  and  makes  him  an  `impious' 
person  on  whom  punishment  is  to  be  meted  out.  Phinehas,  whose  name  Philo  does  not 
mention  but  is  clearly  in  view  here,  took  it  upon  himself  to  kill  both  Zimri  and  the 
Midianite  woman.  In  the  steps  of  the  biblical  tradition,  Philo  commends  the  act  of 
Phinehas  by  saying  that  God  gives  him  a  twofold  award,  that  of  peace  and  priesthood. 
Thus  the  act  of  Phinehas  receives  the  divine  approval,  making  'zeal  '7'  for  God  and  his 
Law  a  legitimate  basis  for  violent  action  against  the  `deviant'  persons.  The  context  of 
Spec  1.54-57  is  in  fact  Philo's  exposition  of  the  first  two  commandments,  which  shows 
that  the  reference  to  the  Phinehas'  story  is  part  of  Philo's  effort  in  trying  to  illustrate 
the  evil  of  idolatry  and  the  use  of  `zeal'  as  the  basis  for  such  a  violent  action  against 
the  idolater.  72 
In  his  Jurisprudence  of  the  Jewish  Courts  in  Egypt,  E.  R.  Goodenough  argued 
that  Philo's  Spec  serves  as  a  record  of  the  many  laws  practised  by  the  Jewish  courts  in 
Alexandria.  73  And  he  argued  that  Spec  contains  evidence  of  lynch-law  used  by  Jews 
'1  Thus  Seland  1995:  105  is  right  to  say  that  'it  is  most  reasonable  to  take  the  function  of  ýfXoc  in  1.55 
as  another  reference  to  the  ýf  Xos  of  Phinehas'. 
72  Cf.  Seland  1995:  108  who  argues  that  Philo  is  thus  not  discussing  `theoretical  law'  but  dealing  with 
actual  cases  of  apostasy  and  suggesting  actual  reactions  to  be  taken  against  those  who  violate  the  first 
two  commandments.  Thus,  `zeal'  for  the  Law  forms  the  basis  for  violent  action  against  those  who 
commit  'deviant'  acts.  See  Seland  1995:  109-81  for  detailed  discussion  of  Philo's  view  of  apostasy,  the 
various  crimes,  their  punishments  and  the  punishing  agents  and  his  studies  on  the  theme  of  ýf  Xoc  in 
Philo's  works  (1995:  126-32). 
73  Goodenough  1968:  10. 225 
against  their  fellow  Jews  who  have  violated  the  laws.  74  Seland  reviews  the  cases 
mentioned  by  Goodenough  and  shows  that  he  over-interprets  nine  out  of  the  twelve 
cases  of  which  some  are  the  result  of  misunderstanding  Philo.  75  He  argues  that  Philo  is 
in  fact  advocating  punishment  by  death  for  those  who  betray  the  honour  due  to  God 
not  by  inflicting  disciplinary  punishment  but  by  measures  of  violence,  which  he  terms 
`establishment  violence'.  76  While  Seland  departs  from  Goodenough  on  the  point  of 
the  definition  of  what  Philo  is  advocating,  both  Seland  and  Goodenough  appear  to 
have  one  aspect  in  common:  ýiXoq  for  the  Law  forms  the  basis  for  carrying  out  the 
death  penalty  on  those  who  apostatise.  77  And  apostasy  in  the  context  of  Philo's 
statements  is  that  of  betraying  God  and  his  honour.  Thus,  Philo's  use  of  the  Phinehas 
story  in  Num  25  appears  to  affirm  the  concept  that  `zeal'  (ýf  Xog)  for  the  Law 
constitutes  the  basis  for  meting  out  violent  punishment,  including  death,  on  those  who 
have  committed  `deviant'  acts  of  apostasy  (i.  e.  idolatry  in  terms  of  dishonouring  God). 
5.4.2  `Zeal'  in  3  Maccabees 
3  Maccabees,  though  historically  unreliable,  78  reflects  the  general  attitude  of 
the  majority  of  the  Jews  towards  `deviant'  behaviour.  The  story  begins  with  Ptolemy 
IV  Philopater  of  Egypt  during  the  second  century  BCE  who,  after  being  saved  by  a 
renegade  Jew,  Dositheos,  went  on  to  defeat  Antiochus  III  (1.1-5).  As  the  story 
unfolds,  the  king  was  cheered  by  a  delegation  of  the  Jews  whose  warm  reception  in 
74  Goodenough  1968:  253-54.  See  further  1968:  34f,  48,74,87,115f,  121  ff. 
'S  Seland  1995:  30-36. 
76  Seland  1995:  125. 
77  Seland  1995:  131  concludes:  '...  Philo  describes  those  persons  suggested  to  take  action  against  those 
betraying  the  honor  due  to  the  One  God  as  "zealous" 
...  they  are  told  not  to  bring  the  offender  before 
any  court,  the  persons  denoted  are  not  to  be  restricted  to  court  officials,  or  any  other  known  group 
formations,  but  any  zealous  Jew  may  take  such  actions'  (emphasis  mine). 
78  Collins  2000:  122,  `3  Maccabees  is  a  melodramatic  account  of  two  alleged  episodes  in  the  career  of 
Ptolemy  IV  Philopator  (222-203  BCE)'.  Schtlrer  (111.537)  points  out  that  the  episode  in  3  Maccabees  is  a 
'romantic  fiction'  that  is  based  on  'vague  reminiscences'  of  historical  events'. 226 
Jerusalem  led  The  king  to  demand  entry  into  the  Holy  of  Holies  (1.10-16).  Thus  the 
happy  occasion  turned  sour,  and,  with  the  whole  city  of  Jerusalem  turned  into  an 
uproar,  the  high  priest  Simon  led  the  people  in  an  entreaty  to  God  asking  that  this 
misfortune  not  take  place  (2.1-20).  And  just  before  the  king  set  foot  in  the  sanctuary, 
he  was  struck  with  paralysis  (2.221-23).  However,  this  `righteous  judgement'  only 
infuriated  the  king  even  more.  Upon  his  return  to  Egypt,  he  issued  a  decree  which 
required  all  people  to  offer  sacrifices  at  a  pillar  he  set  up  at  the  palace  before  they 
entered  their  temples.  The  Jews  were  then  required  to  register  themselves  and  to  be 
reduced  to  a  condition  of  slavery  (2.28),  failing  which  death  would  be  the  result. 
Those  who  enrolled  themselves  received  the  brand  of  the  emblem  of  Dionysus  on  their 
bodies  (2.29),  while  an  offer  of  Alexandrian  citizenship  was  made  to  those  Jews  who 
would  join  the  initiates  of  the  `mysteries'.  Some  of  the  Jews  willingly  surrendered, 
citing  the  high  price  for  which  they  had  to  pay  to  maintain  their  religious  practice;  but 
the  rest  resisted  the  king's  demands  (2.31-33).  The  king's  fury  led  to  further  outrage, 
which  was  now  expressed  through  a  most  terrifying  execution:  death  by  being  crushed 
by  drugged  elephants.  It  is  with  these  crushing  fears  scaring  the  Jews  out  of  their  life 
that  the  author  weaves  in  the  divine  intervention.  79  The  king  came  to  his  senses  and 
regretted  what  he  had  done.  He  reversed  all  his  evil  deeds  and  supplied  the  Jews  with 
all  the  material  necessary  for  their  celebration  (6.30ff).  With  their  misfortunes  now 
turned  into  blessing,  the  Jews  formally  requested  the  king  to  allow  them  to  punish 
those  Jews  who  had  `transgressed  against  the  holy  God  and  his  Law'.  This  request 
was  granted  and  the  Jews  went  on  a  killing  spree,  putting  to  death  over  three  hundred 
men  (7.15). 
79  First,  the  king  oversleeps  and  so  the  execution  of  the  Jews  is  postponed;  then  the  king  suffers  a 
strange  amnesia  that  he  does  not  recall  at  all  that  he  has  such  a  plan  to  annihilate  the  Jews  (5.31). 
Eventually,  the  Jews  still  have  to  face  death.  At  the  prayer  of  Eleazar  and  the  rest  of  the  elders  (6.1-15), 
two  angels  appear  and  cause  great  confusion  to  the  king's  soldiers  and  the  elephants.  Thereupon  the 
elephants  turn  back  on  the  soldiers  and  trample  them  to  death  (6.18-21). 227 
The  story  is  packed  with  theological  themes  which  serve  as  the  author's 
agenda,  chief  of  which  is  the  supremacy  of  the  God  of  the  Jews  and  the  superiority  of 
the  Jewish  race.  The  story  is  simple  enough  for  our  purpose  here.  Throughout,  there 
are  two  kinds  of  Jews:  those  who  resisted  the  king's  demand  and  so  remained  faithful 
to  their  God  and  their  Law;  and  those  who  abandoned  God  and  their  ancestral  beliefs. 
The  Law  here  is  clearly  the  Torah.  And  the  `apostate'  Jews  are  described  as  those  who 
`yielded  themselves  readily'  (EÜxEpwc  Lavtio  )'S  ýötöoaav,  2.31),  and  `voluntarily 
transgressed  against  the  holy  God  and  his  Law'  (tiöv  a"  ytov  OcOv  aüOatp.  tiwS 
ltap(xßc(31x6'taq  xai  tiov  Ocov  'töv  vöpov,  7.10).  The  `norm'  is  `worshipping 
God  and  living  according  to  the  Law'  (aeßdµevot  SE  rdv  Ocdv  xai  tiw  tio&tov 
vdµc?  ltoa,  LtEUdµsvot,  3.4).  Those  Jews  who  had  given  up  their  ancestral  tradition 
were  considered  by  the  majority  as  `apostates'.  They  had  `deviated'  from  the  `norms' 
of  the  community.  Although  this  story  is  fictional,  the  author  seems  to  reflect  the 
concept  of  a  community  that  worshipped  God  and  obeyed  his  Law  as  one  that  was 
ultimately  blessed  by  God.  Although  there  is  no  mention  of  the  leadership  of  the 
community  taking  the  decision  to  mete  out  punishment  on  the  `deviant'  Jews,  the  death 
penalty  imposed  by  the  majority  suggests  that  such  `deviant'  acts  were  considered 
serious  enough  as  to  warrant  the  death  penalty,  particularly  when  they  were  idolatrous 
acts.  Throughout,  the  Law  serves  as  the  principal  basis  for  the  death  penalty,  although 
it  is  possible  that  other  factors  such  as  the  betrayal  of  the  community  may  be  at  play. 228 
5.4.3  Other  examples  of  the  law  as  `final  court  of  appeal' 
Paul 
In  2  Cor  11.24,  Paul  says  he  has  received  from  the  Jews  the  `forty  minus  one', 
a  reference  to  the  synagogue  flogging  based  on  Deut  25.2f.  8°  It  is  not  known  when, 
where  and  why  Paul  received  such  a  flogging.  Barrett  says  that  the  flogging  here 
described  `represents  a  common  practice  in  the  first  century  CE'.  81  Although  Paul  does 
not  say  that  he  has  received  the  punishment  from  the  synagogue,  his  statement  that  he 
`received  from  the  Jews'  (virö  '  Iouöaicov...  X  aßov)  suggests  that  the  penalty  was  an 
official  punishment  and  therefore  probably  took  place  within  the  synagogue,  or  in  its 
precinct.  82  In  addition,  the  fact  that  Paul  tells  us  that  he  received  this  `five  times' 
(tcv'rth  tS)  indicates  that  he  faced  expulsion  from  the  assembly  which  he  did  not 
accept.  In  other  words,  he  probably  insisted  on  remaining  within  the  community,  but 
was  punished  for  allegedly  teaching  what  contradicted  the  Law  and  Moses  (cf.  Acts 
21.2  1).  83  Gallas  outlines  several  possibilities  for  Paul's  condemnation.  84  Even  though 
Paul  never  mentions  the  reasons  for  which  he  was  punished,  it  is  possible  to  deduce 
from  his  work  as  missionary  to  the  Gentiles  the  kind  of  reasons  for  the  punishments. 
For  example,  by  preaching  about  Jesus  Christ,  it  is  entirely  possible  for  Paul  to  be 
accused  of  apostasy.  Further,  Luke  tells  us  that  his  preaching  created  uproars  in 
various  places  as  well  as  in  synagogues  (e.  g.  Acts  17.1-8;  18.12ff  ).  However, 
according  to  Gallas,  these  are  mere  conjectures.  Gallas  puts  forward  the  `increasing 
80  Gallas  1990:  178  says,  `Der  Ausdruck  »vierzig  weniger  einen«  wurde  als  terminus  technicus  ß1r  die 
synagogale  Geißelungsstrafe  auch  ohne  das  Substantiv  »Schläge«  verstanden'. 
81  Barrett  1973:  296. 
82  Gallas  1990:  181  argues  that  while  the  examination  and  proceedings  of  the  court  can  take  place 
completely  in  the  synagogue,  Josephus  (Ant  4.238)  seems  to  indicate  that  the  flagellation  was  in  public. 
Cf.  Williams  1998:  184,  nl  l  who  says  this  is  an  allusion  to  the  corporal  punishment  by  the  synagogue  in 
the  Diaspora,  probably  in  the  earliest  phase  of  Paul's  ministry. 
83  Cf.  Seland  1995:  263-65. 
84  Gallas  1990:  183-84. 229 
reference'  to  unclean  food  in  mMak  3.2  as  the  possible  ground  for  Paul's 
condemnation  but  argues  that  it  cannot  be  safely  determined.  85  The  floggings  Paul 
received  could  be  due  to  the  results  of  his  `conversion'.  Thus,  Seland  is  right  to 
suggest  that  Paul's  crimes  were  due  to  the  rumours  circulating  about  him  that  he  taught 
apostasy  and  against  circumcision,  which  were  religiously  and  politically  dangerous 
given  the  inherent  nature  of  religion  in  Mediterranean  societies,  particularly  in  Jewish 
societies.  86  Barrett  rightly  points  out  that  Paul  could  be  accused  of  `consorting  with 
Gentiles  and  eating  forbidden  food',  which  he  probably  has  eaten  after  becoming  a 
Christian.  87  Paul's  floggings  suggests  to  us  that  the  Jewish  assembly  carried  out  their 
own  punishment  on  the  basis  of  the  Law.  And  Acts  21.20ff  tells  us  that  there  were 
Jewish  Christians  `zealous'  for  the  Law  (cTi%comt  tov  vöµov)  who  were  angry  with 
Paul  for  teaching  against  the  Law  and  Moses.  While  it  is  not  clear  exactly  why  Paul 
was  flogged,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suggest  that  his  teaching  and  preaching  and 
possibly  even  his  own  behaviour  are  among  the  reasons  for  his  punishment.  88  But 
more  importantly,  the  Law  serves  as  the  principal  basis  for  his  punishment.  And  as 
mentioned  above,  since  Jewish  Christians  who  were  `zealous'  for  the  Law  had  heard  or 
even  possibly  helped  spread  the  rumours  about  Paul  being  an  `apostate',  Paul's 
eventual  reception  of  the  thirty-nine  stripes  may  be  said  to  be  a  punishment  as  a  result 
of  the  `zeal'  of  those  Jews  for  the  Law  and  Moses.  In  other  words,  Paul's  punishment 
85  Gallas  1990:  184. 
86  Seland  1995:  264-65  further  comments  that  `(1)n  Jerusalem  Torah-observance  was  not  only  a  self- 
evident  issue  but  also  an  indisputable  one'.  As  such,  when  Paul  emphasises  that 
circumcision/uncircumcision  do  not  matter  (Gal  5.6;  6.15;  1  Cor  7.19),  he  stands  accused  of  apostasy. 
87  Barrett  1973:  296.  We  may  deduce  from  the  dispute  over  table  fellowship  with  the  Gentiles  in  Gal 
2.11-14  that  forbidden  food  might  have  been  involved.  On  this  and  other  issues  involving  table- 
fellowship  and  Jewish  food  laws,  see  Dunn  1993:  117-24. 
88  Thus,  Barclay  1996:  384  rightly  points  out  that  `in  fulfilment  of  his  new  mission  Paul  developed  a  life- 
style  and  a  theology  which  questioned  the  authority  of  the  'ancestral  customs'  which  he  had  once 
vigorously  defended'. 230 
shows  that  the  Jewish  assembly  turned  to  the  `Law'  as  their  `final  court  of  appeal', 
when  the  crime  in  question  was  about  the  Jews'  own  religion  (cf.  Acts  18.15). 
Gallio  (Acts  18.12-17)89 
The  story  recorded  by  Luke  is  interesting  for  discussion  since  in  this  passage 
we  have  a  situation  in  which  Paul  faces  a  united  attack  from  the  Jews  who  brought  him 
before  the  tribunal  (18.12).  The  accusation  against  Paul  in  v  13  concerns  three  points. 
First  is  the  concern  for  the  worship  of  God.  Second,  the  Law  is  to  be  the  guide  on  how 
God  is  worshipped.  And  third,  Paul's  teaching  contradicts  the  Law  on  the  proper 
worship  of  God.  Thus,  Paul's  accusers  are  `zealous'  for  the  Law.  Luke  tells  us  that 
Gallio,  who  is  proconsul  of  Achaia,  is  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  law  and 
order,  not  over  the  internal  religious  matters  of  the  Jews  (vv-14-15).  Thus  Gallio  tells 
Paul's  accusers  that  they  should  resolve  the  matter  among  themselves.  And  Luke's 
description  suggests  that  there  is  a  certain  degree  of  `independence'  given  to  the  Jews 
to  judge  their  own  internal  religious  matters.  Luke's  description  of  Gallio's 
nonchalance  towards  the  action  of  the  `mob'  against  Sosthenes  further  suggests  that 
the  Roman  authorities  did  not  wish  to  be  involved  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  Jews, 
particularly  religious  ones.  This  story  also  shows  another  aspect  that  we  have  been 
arguing  in  this  chapter:  the  Law  serves  as  the  `final  court  of  appeal'  for  the  Jews,  when 
official  sanctions  cannot  be  imposed  on  those  who  commit  `deviant'  acts. 
5.5  Summary  and  conclusion 
The  above  discussion  shows  that  the  Jewish  Diaspora  organised  themselves 
into  self-supporting  and  self-regulating  assemblies,  which  were  `independent'  of  the 
local  government  in  at  least  religious  and  intra-communal  matters.  These  assemblies 
had  leadership  structures  which  comprised  three  categories:  (1)  head  of  the  ruling 
89  See  above  n  14. 231 
council;  (2)  members  of  the  council  of  the  assembly  (or  synagogal  council);  and  (3) 
äpxtavvc%'ycwyot.  Within  these  structures  conformity  to  the  community's  norms 
could  be  expressed.  And  on  matters  of  serious  deviance,  such  as  idolatry,  the 
community  could  appeal  to  the  law  as  their  norm.  This  is  seen  most  clearly  in  the 
various  examples  cited,  such  as  Num.  25  in  Josephus  and  Philo,  and  Paul  in  the  NT. 
The  example  of  Num.  25  and  its  uses  by  other  Jewish  authors  such  as  1 
Maccabees,  Josephus  and  Philo,  shows  that,  in  relation  to  idolatry  and  the  failure  to 
keep  the  Torah  or  be  faithful  to  the  Jewish  ancestral  tradition,  death  is  often  the 
prescribed  penalty.  And  our  examples  also  show  that  at  times,  when  it  is  not  possible 
to  apply  the  Law,  `zeal'  for  the  Law  is  often  cited  as  the  justification  for  violent  action 
or  resistance.  3  Maccabees  provides  a  good  example,  in  addition  to  Num  25.  Further, 
Josephus's  appeal  to  the  `zeal'  for  the  Law  for  justifying  Phinehas'  killing  of  Zimbri 
(or  Zambrias)  is  another  case  in  point.  The  violent  resistance  movement  of  the 
Maccabean  brothers  is  similarly  justified  by  the  `zeal'  for  the  Law.  We  have  also 
looked  at  other  examples  of  the  law  as  the  `final  court  of  appeal'  for  the  Jews.  Paul's 
own  reception  of  the  synagogal  penalty  of  `forty  minus  one',  Gallio's  dismissal  of  the 
Jews'  complaint  against  Paul  in  Acts  18,  confirm  that  throughout,  the  Law  appears  to 
be  the  `final'  court  of  appeal  for  the  Diaspora  Jewish  communities. 
In  chapter  two,  I  have  shown  that  the  ban  on  idolatry  was  well-embedded 
within  the  Jewish  Scriptures  and  supported  in  subsequent  Jewish  literature  (chapters 
two  and  three).  However,  as  I  have  argued,  there  remain  ambiguities  in  the  definition 
of  idolatry  which  were  exploited  in  some  Jewish  quarters  as  they  accommodated  to 
idolatry  (chapter  four). 
These  aspects  of  Judaism  serve  as  the  basis  of  comparison  for  our  investigation 
of  the  situation  in  Corinth.  In  1  Cor  8.1-11.1,  it  seems  that  the  three  parties,  i.  e.  Paul, 232 
the  `strong'  and  the  `weak',  could  all  appeal  to  Jewish  tradition  for  their  positions. 
And  since  they  differ  in  all  their  positions,  we  would  need  to  explore  the  possible  basis 
for  their  differences  of  opinion  on  idolatry.  And  further,  the  question  of  how 
authority/leadership  is  exercised  in  the  Corinthian  community,  especially  with  regard 
to  how  it  decides  between  these  different  opinions  on  idolatry,  will  need  to  be 
addressed  (see  chapter  seven  below).  We  will  also  need  to  ask  to  what  community 
norms  Paul  can  appeal  in  deciding  such  matters.  These  questions  pave  the  way  for  the 
investigation  of  the  next  and  final  part  of  our  thesis:  Paul  versus  the  `strong'  (chapter 
six) and  Paul's  apostolic  authority  and  example  (chapter  seven). 233 
CHAPTER  SIX 
PAUL  VERSUS  THE  `STRONG'  ON  IDOLATRY 
6.1  Introduction 
In  this  chapter,  we  turn  to  Corinth,  and  to  the  differences  of  views  there,  which 
may  have  parallels  to  the  variety  we  have  seen  in  chapters  two  to  four.  What  is  the 
view  of  the  `strong'  concerning  other  Gods?  And  what  are  the  views  of  Paul?  Are 
there  areas  of  agreement  or  disagreement,  and  if  so,  what  are  they?  Thus,  in  the 
following,  we  will  first  look  at  the  `knowledge/theology'  of  the  `strong'  which  forms 
their  basis  for  attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol-meat.  Such  a  study  can  only  be 
undertaken  by  a  close  examination  of  the  slogans  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  8-10  itself; 
and  Paul's  argument  in  I  Cor  10  concerning  idolatry:  how  exactly  does  Paul  view 
idolatry?  And  in  1  Cor  10.20-21,  what  does  Paul  mean  when  he  hinges  his  critique  of 
idolatry  on  the  notion  of  Satµövta? 
The  discussion  of  the  views  of  the  `strong'  and  Paul  raises  the  question  of 
authority,  parallel  to  that  we  saw  in  relation  to  Diaspora  Jews  in  chapter  five,  where  the 
basis  for  violent  actions  against  those  Jews  who  violated  the  communities'  norms  was 
the  law  and  zeal  for  the  law.  The  examples  cited  show  that  in  most  cases  of  idolatry 
among  the  Diaspora  Jews  disciplinary  action  was  meted  out  in  order  to  preserve  and 
maintain  the  Jewish  identity  as  a  people.  The  law  thus  constituted  the  final  `court'  of 
appeal  for  the  Jews  in  the  Diaspora.  In  other  words,  for  Diaspora  Jews  their  authority 
for  determining  what  constituted  `right'  or  `proper'  behaviour  was  the  law.  However, 
this  cannot  be  said  about  the  Corinthian  church  which,  though  influenced  by 
Judaism/s,  was  not  a  Jewish  assembly.  What  then  is  their  `authority'?  And  what  is 
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Thus,  this  chapter  will  pave  the  way  for  the  next  (seven),  which  will  look  at  the 
question  of  authority  and  the  role  of  I  Cor  9  in  the  overall  argument  of  Paul. 
The  above  study  will  enable  us  to  compare  the  Diaspora  Jewish  views  and 
practices  concerning  idolatry  (chapters  3-4)  with  those  of  Paul,  the  `strong',  and  the 
`weak'.  And  we  should  be  able  to  see  how  our  definitions  of  idolatry  set  up  in  chapter 
two  may  shed  light  on  such  a  comparison.  By  making  such  a  comparison,  we  will  see 
the  parallels  between  the  different  Diaspora  Jewish  positions  and  those  in  Corinth. 
This  would  then  help  to  explain  why  the  parties  in  Corinth  have  different  positions  and 
the  reasons  for  the  conflict  over  idolatry. 
6.2  Idolatry  of  the  `strong'  -a  brief  overview 
What  is  the  practice  of  the  `strong'?  A  brief  overview  of  1  Cor  8-10  is 
necessary  in  order  to  understand  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  and  in  what  way  their 
behaviour  might  be  idolatrous  based  on  our  definitions  of  idolatry  set  out  in  chapter 
two. 
In  1  Cor  8.9  Paul  cautions  the  `strong'  on  the  use  of  their  liberty.  It  is  apparent 
that  the  `strong'  are  attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol-meat.  This  is  made  most 
explicit  in  verse  10,  which  reads,  `For  if  others  see  you,  who  possess  knowledge, 
eating  in  the  temple  of  an  idol,...  '.  What  is  clear  from  this  verse  is  that  the  `strong'  are 
attending  the  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol  food  there.  '  This  kind  of  behaviour  may 
be  viewed  as  idolatrous  according  to  our  definition  of  idolatry  as  `wrong  kinds  of 
'  Hays  1997:  135  rightly  comments:  `One  key  to  following  Paul's  argument  is  to  recognize  that  he  is 
primarily  addressing  the  problem  of  sacrificial  food  consumed  in  the  temple  of  the  pagan  god  (8.10; 
10.14,21).  That  must  have  been  the  primary  issue  raised  by  the  Corinthians'  letter'  (italics  original). 
Barrett  1968:  196  points  out  that  Christians  could  also  be  attending  pagan  temples,  like  their  rationalistic 
Greek  counterparts  who  continued  attending  such  temples  for  social  reasons,  even  though  they  saw  no 
religious  meaning  to  such  events.  Fee  1987:  357-62  takes  the  view  that  some  of  the  Corinthians  returned 
to  the  `practice  of  attending  pagan  meals'  after  Paul  left  Corinth.  This  practice  was  prohibited  by  Paul 
earlier  but  the  Corinthians  in  their  letter  to  him  disagreed.  This  view  has  been  taken  to  suggest  that  the 
`strong'  are  Gentile  believers.  But  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  'strong'  are  Gentiles.  And  as 
we  argued  in  chapter  one,  the  ethnicity  of  the  parties  involved  is  not  clear  at  all,  other  than  that  of  Paul. 
Gooch  1993:  80-83  rightly  points  out  that  pagan  temple  meals  in  Corinth  always  involved  religious  rites. 
This  suggests  that  the  food  which  the  `strong'  ate  in  the  pagan  temple  was  idolatrous  food. 235 
worship'.  In  the  case  of  the  `strong',  whether  they  intend  it  or  not,  their  action  of 
attending  a  pagan  temple  and  eating  what  has  been  sacrificed  to  idols  renders  them 
idolatrous  on  that  definition. 
Further,  in  1  Cor  10.14,  Paul  tells  the  `strong'  to  `flee  from  the  worship  of 
idols'.  1  Cor  10.14-21  seems  to  suggest  that  the  `strong'  not  only  attend  pagan 
temples  and  eat  idol-meat,  but  their  presence  at  the  pagan  temple  also  involves  some 
form  of  pagan  religious  ritual  (v  20)  which  Paul  says  is  an  act  of  partnership  with 
'demons'.  While  we  cannot  be  sure  whether  the  `strong'  actually  participated  in  the 
pagan  religious  ritual,  it  would  be  difficult  to  imagine  why  Paul  should  falsely  accuse 
them  of  such  an  act.  At  least,  their  presence  at  the  pagan  temple  is  interpreted  by  Paul 
as  participation  in  pagan  religious  ritual.  Further,  Paul  suggests  that  the  action  of  the 
`strong'  will  lead  to  divided  loyalty,  i.  e.  between  the  Lord  and  `demons'.  And  his 
interpretation  of  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  fits  our  definition  of  idolatry  as 
`unfaithfulness',  i.  e.  the  `strong'  are  `unfaithful'  to  God  by  turning  to  alien  Gods,  even 
though  they  do  not  recognise  the  idols  that  represent  them.  Further,  since  verses  16-17 
and  1  Cor  11.25  refer  to  the  Lord's  supper  as  an  expression  of  God's  covenant  in 
Christ,  Paul's  words  in  verse  21  suggest  a  breach  of  the  ancestral  tradition  of  the 
covenant  of  God  in  Christ  by  the  `strong'.  This  again  fits  our  definition  of  idolatry  as 
`unfaithfulness'.  However,  the  `strong'  probably  do  not  agree  with  such  an 
interpretation. 
If,  according  to  Paul,  the  `strong'  indeed  appear  to  have  been  idolatrous  in  their 
behaviour,  we  need  to  ask  what  is  the  basis  for  their  behaviour.  Or  put  differently, 
2  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  230  who  sees  this  as  an  injunction  not  only  to  disapprove  but  also  to  avoid  occasions 
that  involved  feasts  that  had  religious  content. 
3  Essentially  Fee's  point  (1987:  359-60).  See  also  Fee  1980:  172-97.  So  also  Gooch  1993:  80-83  who 
argues  against  Willis  1985a:  8-64,  whose  view  is  that  most  of  these  temple  meals  were  purely  social  in 
nature. 236 
what  causes  them  to  behave  in  an  idolatrous  manner?  In  chapter  4  above,  we  saw  that 
there  were  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  who  did  not  see  anything  wrong  with  their  behaviour 
when  they  attended  pagan  temples  or  used  pagan  juridical  formulae.  This  was  further 
well  demonstrated  in  chapter  five  in  which  we  saw  that  law-abiding  Jews  condemned 
and  killed  `idolatrous'  Jews.  We  therefore  need  to  examine  the  `knowledge'  or 
`theology'  of  the  `strong'  and  ask  if  there  might  be  parallels  between  such  Diaspora 
Jews  and  the  `strong'.  Such  an  examination  will  have  to  proceed  from  the  cognitive 
level  to  the  practical  level. 
6.3  The  yvww  .S  of  the  `strong' 
What  is  the  basis  for  the  behaviour  of  the  Corinthian  `strong'  with  regard  to 
idol-meat  in  1  Cor  8-10?  1  Cor  8.1,  itept  S&  '  cov  c  cAo0&tov,  indicates  that  Paul 
is  responding  to  a  subject  raised  in  the  Corinthians'  letter  to  him,  and  that  the  issue 
extends  throughout  1  Cor  8.1-11.1  4 
In  these  chapters,  Paul  cites  a  few  of  the  Corinthians'  slogans  as  he  responds  to 
their  letter.  It  is  possible  to  tell  from  these  slogans  the  belief  or  theology  of  the 
`strong'  which  gives  rise  to  their  specific  practice  of  attending  idol-temples  and  eating 
idol-meat.  In  particular,  1  Cor  8.1,4,  and  6  are  verses  which  need  study.  In  the 
following,  I  will  look  at  these  verses  and  seek  to  answer  the  questions:  (1)  what  is  the 
`knowledge'  of  the  `strong'?  and  (2)  how  does  this  `knowledge'  give  rise  to  their 
practice  of  attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol-meat? 
°  Thus  the  question  whether  there  is  consistency  between  1  Cor  8.1-13  and  10.23-11.1,  and  10.1-22.  In 
the  first  two  sections,  it  is  argued,  Paul  seems  to  take  a  more  lenient  stance,  while  in  the  last  section  he 
appears  to  treat  idolatry  quite  differently.  However,  a  closer  examination  of  I  Cor  8.1-13  and  10.23- 
11.1  would  show  that  Paul  is  equally  strong  in  his  language  against  eating  idol-meat  in  these  sections 
(see  below). 237 
6.3.1  1  Cor  8.1  -  itävticS  yv(i6Ls  £xogEv 
That  this  is  a  quote  of  the  Corinthians'  words  can  be  seen  in  the  repeated 
oi3a  . tev  ö'  t  in  vv  1  and  4  and  the  repeated  ött  in  v4  (otöaµev  ö  tt...  KaL  Ö'ct...  ).  S 
Giblin  has  pointed  out  that  when  Paul  is  expressing  his  own  ideas,  he  normally 
employs  only  one  ö'n.  6  There  is  general  agreement  among  scholars  that  ltätrcES 
yvwßty  9xo  1ev  is  a  slogan  of  the  Corinthian  `strong'.  7 
The  quote  is  not  `we  have  knowledge',  but  `we  all  have  knowledge',  thus 
indicating  that  the  `strong'  have  expected  this  `knowledge'  to  be  confined  not  just  to  a 
privileged  elite  but  to  be  shared  by  all.  8  What  is  this  yvüýßts?  There  have  been 
various  suggestions.  Schmithals  has  suggested  that  the  yvc5  ng  of  the  Corinthians  is 
in  fact  `Gnosticism'  the  content  of  which  is  the  `doctrine  of  knowledge'.  9  He  argues 
further  that  yvä3ßtq  is  gospel  for  the  Corinthian  Gnostics.  This  suggestion  is  weak  in 
that  Schmithals  is  reading  into  the  Corinthians'  yv6icnt  a  second-century 
phenomenon.  '  0 
Barrett  correctly  argues  that  the  word  yvc5atq  is  much  wider and  includes 
`speculative  theology  in  general'  which  focuses  on  the  `doctrine  of  God'"  This  is 
confirmed  by  verses  4  and  6  which  are  two  further  slogans  of  the  Corinthians.  As 
s  Fee  1987:  365,  n30;  see  also  Hurd  1983:  120f. 
6  Giblin  1975:  530. 
Hurd  1983:  68  provides  a  list  of  scholars  in  favour  of  this  position.  Modern  scholars  include 
Conzelmann  1975:  140;  Barrett  1968:  189;  and  Fee  1987:  365,  among  others. 
a  Pearson  1973:  43  and  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  545  agree  that  it  is  a  `knowledge'  which  is  to  be  shared 
by  all.  Cf.  Willis  1985a:  67-70.  Hering  1962:  67  argues  that  Paul  makes  a  digression  about  yvwatq 
because  the  `strong'  had  boasted  in  5.2  that  they  had  a  superior  knowledge  which  did  away  with  the 
scruples  about  idol-meat. 
9  Schmithals  1971:  143. 
10  See  Fee  1987:  365,  n32  where  Fee  rejects  this  suggestion  as  'circular  reasoning'. 
11  Barrett  1968:  189. 238 
Murphy-O'Connor  has  pointed  out,  such  a  yvwai  S,  which  is  shared  by  all  the 
Corinthians,  must  be  basic  to  the  Christian  belief  12  Fee  thinks  that  the  Corinthians 
have  believed  yv6)6tg  to  be  a  gift  of  the  Spirit  which  makes  them  spiritual  and  that  it 
is  something  all  believers  should  have.  13 
R.  A.  Horsley  advocates  that  this  gnosis,  in  view  of  8.4,  is  theological  and 
refers  to  the  `knowledge  of  God'.  14  He  shows  that  the  language  of  the  Corinthians  in  1 
Cor  1-4,  especially  that  of  the  `perfect  vs.  child',  parallels  the  pneumatikos-psychikos 
distinction  in  Philo.  15  The  `perfect',  he  argues,  refers  to  a  spiritual  status  achieved  by 
the  Corinthian  pneumatikoi.  And  the  religious  achievement  of  the  Corinthians  is 
reflected  in  their  self-designations  such  as  `wise',  `powerful',  `nobly  born',  `kings' 
and  `rich'.  16  These  self-designations  therefore  refer  to  a  spiritual  elite  who  have 
established  their  status  through  an  intimate  relation  with  Sophia.  '?  For  the  Corinthian 
`strong',  the  way  to  the  highest  spiritual  status  is  through  the  possession  of  wisdom, 
that  is,  Sophia,  which  will  then  free  them  from  all  earthly  influences  and  bodily 
passions.  18  The  best  parallels  to  these  features  of  the  Corinthians'  understanding  can 
be  found  in  Philo  and  Wisdom  of  Solomon,  as  Horsley  has  sought  to  show.  19 
What  Horsley  has  done  is  to  link  the  yvd3ßtS  of  1  Cor  8.1  with  the  Sophia  of  1 
Cor  1-4  and  show  the  two  to  be  referring  to  the  same  thing.  Horsley  is  correct  in 
referring  the  yvwats  of  I  Cor  8.1  to  `knowledge  of  God'.  However,  while  he  views 
12  Murphy-O'Connor  1979b:  78. 
13  Fee  1987:  366. 
1'  Horsley  1980:  35. 
15  Horsley  1976:  280, 
16  Horsley  1976:  281;  cf.  1977:  231  and  1980:  43. 
"  Horsley  1976:  281;  1979:  46-5  1. 
18  Horsley  1976:  288;  cf.  1977:  244;  1979:  48f. 
19  Cf.  Pearson  1973:  35-7. 239 
this  `knowledge'  as  likely  having  an  affinity  to  the  Sophia  of  1  Cor  1-4,  Paul  seems  to 
see  a  sharp  distinction  between  the  yvä3GtS  of  1  Cor  8  and  the  Sophia  of  1  Cor  1-4. 
He  can  agree  with  the  content  of  the  `knowledge'  in  1  Cor  8,  albeit  with  some 
qualification,  but  not  so  with  the  Corinthian  Sophia  in  1  Cor  1-4.  Horsley's  equation 
of  the  knowledge  in  I  Cor  8  with  the  wisdom  in  I  Cor  1-4  therefore  does  not  appear  to 
stand  on  firm  ground. 
P.  J.  Tomson  looks  at  yvCoats  as  the  `rational  insight  that  idols  are  nothing  and 
that  dedication  to  the  gods  does  not  make  food  any  different'.  °  For  him,  the 
`knowledge'  referred  to  in  1  Cor  8.1  is  elaborated  in  verses  4  and  6  later. 
Indeed,  the  context  of  1  Cor  8  does  point  to  two  considerations:  (1)  the 
practical  situation  of  whether  or  not  eating  idol-meat  is  permitted;  and  (2)  the 
difference  in  the  basis  of  eating  idol-meat  on  the  part  of  the  `strong'  and  the  basis  of 
refraining  from  eating  on  the  part  of  the  `weak'  as  the  root  of  the  situation.  This  means 
that  the  'yvwatq  of  1  Cor  8.1  is  more  likely  to  be  a  form  of  knowledge  that  either 
permits  or  disallows  a  person  to  eat  idol-meat.  What  then  is  this  `knowledge'?  1  Cor 
8.4  gives  us  the  clue. 
6.3.2  1  Cor  8.4  -  oiu&EV  F,!  &  oXov  ýv  icdßµcp  icai,  ov6cig  OedS  Ei  µßj  Eis 
This  verse  has  two  parts  to  it,  (1)  ov58v  EiöwXov  ev  KO  tq  ;  and  (2) 
o'ÜSEtq  OEÖS  el  j.  u  ciC.  In  the  first  part,  ov6  v  could  be  either  attributive,  that  is, 
no  idol  exists  in  the  world;  or  predicative,  that  is,  an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world.  21 
Murphy-O'Connor  is  right,  however,  in  his  argument  that  the  attributive  understanding 
20  Tomson  1990:  193. 
21  Fee  1987:  371  recognises  the  ambiguity  but  quite  correctly  states  that  either  case  means  there  is  `no 
reality  to  idols'. 240 
is  untrue  but  that  the  predicative  creates  no  difficulty.  22  The  first  half  of  the  slogan  of 
the  `strong'  would  therefore  be  `an  idol  is  nothing  in  the  world',  that  is,  it  is  of  no 
significance  to  the  `strong'. 
The  word  Et&coXov  used  in  relation  to  objects  of  worship  is  a  Hellenistic 
Jewish  conception  whose  usage  is  not  found  among  the  pagan  Greeks.  23  The  term  for 
the  cultic  objects  in  pagan  Greek  is  d'y&4Lcx,  while  human  statues  are  normally  called 
dvöptcis  and  EixcSv;  although  it  can  be  used  for  images  of  the  Gods,  shades  or 
apparitions,  the  cultic  object  is  never  called  Ei&  &  ov.  24  Conzelmann  is  therefore 
wrong  to  say  that  `the  Corinthians  argue  after  the  fashion  of  Greek  enlightenment 
philosophy'.  25  It  may  be  more  accurate  to  say,  as  Horsley  does,  that  this  principle  of 
the  Corinthian  `strong'  has  arisen  out  of  a  Hellenistic  Jewish  enlightenment  26 
According  to  Büchsel,  the  New  Testament  usage  of  EtöwX,  ov  rests  on  that  of  the  LXX 
or  the  Jews,  27  which  suggests  that  the  `strong'  have  based  their  idea  on  the  LXX  as 
well  as  Hellenistic  Judaism.  28  This  is  even  more  probable  if  they  (the  `strong')  had 
been  influenced  by  the  type  of  Judaism  seen  in  chapter  four  above,  where  we  discussed 
Jews'  accommodation  to  idolatry. 
22  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  546. 
23  Büchsel  1964:  377. 
24  Büchsel  1964:  376. 
2$  Conzelmann  1975:  142. 
26  Horsley  1980:  36. 
27  Büchsel  1964:  378. 
28  Horsley  1980:  38-9  observes  that  within  Judaism  itself  there  were  two  distinct  traditions  of  polemic 
against  idols  or  false  gods:  (1)  the  tradition  that  contrasts  lifeless  idols  with  the  one,  true,  creating  and 
redeeming  God;  this  is  seen  especially  in  Hellenistic  Judaism;  and  (2)  the  tradition  that  saw  in  idolatry 
the  service  or  influence  of  demons.  The  Corinthian  'strong'  could  have  held  (2)  before  but  have 
probably  modified  their  view  to  one  that  regards  idols  as  totally  nothing  after  their  conversion  to 
Christianity.  This  might  suggest  that  there  is  a  fundamental  conflict  of  idea  between  Paul  and  the 
`strong'. 241 
In  chapter  three,  we  saw  the  critique  of  idolatry  by  the  Diaspora  Jewish  authors. 
One  of  the  emphases  there  is  the  rejection  of  idols  and  idol-makers,  which  could  be 
summarised,  in  the  words  of  Horsley,  as  the  `antithesis  between  ignorance  of  God  and 
knowledge  of  God'.  29  This  possibly  forms  another  aspect  of  the  content  of  the  yvd3atq 
of  the  `strong'.  But  it  is  also  possible  that  the  `strong'  hold  a  belief  similar  to  that 
found  in  Letter  ofAristeas,  i.  e.  a  recognition  of  other  people's  Gods  but  not  the  idols 
that  represent  them.  Such  a  belief  would  make  it  easier  for  the  `strong'  to 
accommodate  themselves  to  idolatry. 
The  phrase  ?v  xößµcp  reveals  the  Corinthians'  belief  that  the  world  is  the 
realm  within  which  idols  in  the  form  of  wood  or  stone  and  such  like  are  found. 
However,  the  xdßµoq  is  but  part  of  the  creation  of  the  one  God.  As  Horsley  has 
observed,  `This  is  the  significance  of  the  frequency  with  which  God  is  described  as 
"Begetter",  "Father",  "Maker"  or  "Cause"  in  the  several  Philonic  and  Wisdom 
passages  in  which  knowledge  is  discussed'.  30 
Thus,  the  `strong'  have  a  `knowledge'  that  tells  them  that  `idols  are  nothing  in 
the  world'  as  their  existence  means  nothing  and  they  therefore  have  no  power  over 
them.  This  first  half  of  the  slogan,  `idols  are  nothing  in  the  world'  forms  the  negative 
aspect  of  the  knowledge.  There  is  a  positive  aspect  of  the  `knowledge'  which  is  the 
second  half  of  the  slogan,  oÜS£tS  BEÖS  el  ýti  e1q. 
`There  is  no  God  but  one'  seems  to  be  a  clear  statement  of  the  monotheistic 
belief  of  the  Corinthian  `strong'.  Murphy-O'Connor  says,  `When  viewed  in  the 
perspective  of  Paul's  preaching  oudeis  theos  ei  me  heis  can  only  mean  that  one  God 
29  Horsley  1980:  39  argues  that  ignorance  of  God  is  in  fact  the  same  as  thinking  that  idols  are  Gods  and 
knowledge  of  God  means  a  knowledge  that  idols  are  nothing.  Cf.  Fee  1980:  180,  `They  all  have  yvwatg 
about  idols,  namely  that  Jewish-Christian  monotheism  by  its  very  nature  rules  out  any  genuine  reality  to 
an  idol'. 
30  Horsley  1980:  40. 242 
alone  enjoys  the  prerogative  of  existence'.  1  However,  is  this  statement  about  the 
oneness  of  God  affirmed  by  the  Greeks?  Or  is  it  one  of  Christian  monotheistic  belief, 
or  one  of  Hellenistic  Jewish  origin  so  that  when  the  `strong'  use  it,  it  is  a  modified 
view  of  their  previous  religious  belief? 
It  is  more  possible  that  the  `one  God'  is  a  basic  Jewish  confession  of  God  as 
One,  32  but  has  been  inherited  by  Christian  confession  as  may  be  seen  in  the  confession 
of  Christ  as  Lord  in  1  Cor  8.633  in  addition  to  the  confession  of  `one  God'.  4  It  must  be 
emphasised  that  the  Christian  doctrine  of  God  was  still  fluid  even  up  to  the  third 
century  CE,  35  so  that  what  we  have  in  1  Cor  8  is  probably  a  very  basic  and  early 
confession  of  God.  In  other  words,  it  is  largely  a  Jewish  confession.  What  is  more 
important  is  that  both  Paul  and  the  `strong'  could  share  the  affirmation  and  its  correlate 
that  `idols  are  nothing';  but  they  differed  in  what  they  said  and  did  thereafter. 
That  1  Cor  8.4  is  a  basic  Jewish  confession  of  `God  as  one'  can  also  be  found 
in  various  works  of  Hellenistic  Jewish  literature  such  as  Josephus,  and  Philo  36  It  is 
therefore  more  likely  that  the  second  half  of  the  Corinthian  slogan  in  1  Cor  8.4  has 
originated  from  Hellenistic  Jewish  monotheism  of  the  `one  God'  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
other  beings,  Gods,  and  idols.  37  The  question  is:  what  does  the  concept  of  `one  God' 
really  mean  to  the  `strong'?  Is  it  the  type  found  in  Letter  ofAristeas,  i.  e.  that  which 
allows  for  a  conceptual  overlap  between  the  God  of  the  Jews  and  the  God  of  the 
pagans?  This  question  is  particularly  important  since  the  `strong'  do  not  seem  to  have 
31  Murphy-O'Connor  1978b:  546. 
32  Horsley  1980:  36. 
33  Willis  1985a:  84  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  monotheistic  confession  is  inherited  from  Judaism,  a 
fundamental  truth  for  the  'strong'  to  conclude  that  `idols  are  nothing  in  the  world'. 
34  See  Grant  1986:  84-94  for  a  brief  treatment  of  the  'Christian  Doctrines  of  God'. 
33  Grant  1986:  91-4  looks  at  Origen's  work  on  God  and  makes  such  a  conclusion. 
36  Ant  111.9  1;  Spec  1.30;  Opif  170-2;  Conf  170-1  and  Leg  3.48,126.  See  Horsley  1980:  35  who  links  the 
`strong'  with  those  who  seek  wisdom  in  I  Cor  1-4. 
37  Cf.  Deut  6.4;  Isa  44.8;  45.5. 243 
difficulty  attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol-meat,  even  though  they  hold  the 
view  that  there  is  no  God  but  one.  As  discussed  in  chapter  four  (4.2.3)  above,  if  the 
`strong'  were  aware  of  the  LXX  command  not  to  revile  other  people's  Gods,  and  if 
there  is  a  conceptual  overlap  in  their  understanding  about  other  people's  Gods,  then  it 
would  account  for  their  behaviour.  But  such  a  concept  would  mean  the  `strong'  have, 
in  Paul's  mind,  confused  the  true  God  with  other  Gods,  thus  rendering  them  idolatrous 
at  the  cognitive  level,  as  our  definition  in  chapter  two  would  classify  them. 
From  the  above,  1  Cor  8.4  provides  us  with  an  insight  into  the  theological 
understanding  of  the  `strong'  and  there  are  two  aspects  of  it:  (1)  negatively,  it  views 
idols  as  nothing  in  the  world  and  therefore  as  having  no  power  over  their  lives;  and  (2) 
positively,  it  holds  the  view  that  there  is  only  one  God,  with  the  possibility  of  a 
conceptual  overlap  about  the  true  God  as  discussed  in  chapter  four.  With  this  yvwatq 
of  the  nothingness  or  non-reality  of  idols  and  the  oneness  of  God,  the  `strong'  probably 
believe  that  their  'freedom'  (0Xe'Oepta)  and  `right'  (ekouata)  allow  them  to  freely 
eat  idol-meat,  even  at  the  pagan  temple. 
The  above  may  be  an  introduction  in  the  letter  of  the  Corinthians  to  a  more 
established  position  on  the  common  confession  of  `one  God'  and  `one  Lord'  in  I  Cor 
8.6.  It  is  a  confession  that  may  not  be  easily  comprehended  by  all  as  Paul  points  out  in 
8.7  that  `not  all'  share  this  knowledge.  To  have  a  fuller  understanding  of  the  practice 
of  the  `strong'  with  regard  to  the  eating  of  idol-meat,  we  need  a  fuller  understanding  of 
their  theology. 244 
6.3.3  1  Cor  8.6  -  the  confession 
The  verse  begins  with  the  strong  adversative,  6X?:  i  Ctv,  which  seems  to 
point  to  a  creedal  confession.  38  As  1  Cor  8.7  points  out,  this  is  a  `knowledge'  that  is 
not  shared  by  all.  In  other  words,  it  probably  comes  from  the  `strong'  who  have 
worked  out  this  confession  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  independent  of  Paul  (but  the  content 
of  which  is  fully  agreed  with  by  Paul)  and  not  easy  for  the  `weak'  to  comprehend  fully. 
It  is  also  the  confession  which  is  central  to  the  theology  of  the  `strong'  that  gives  rise 
to  their  practice  of  eating  idol-meat. 
The  confession  may  be  studied  in  two  divisions:  (1)  Eis  Oeds  6  7ta  cr  p  e4  ov 
'td  itdv'a  xai  ý  tCtq  sic  MAW;  and  (2)  sic  xüptoS  '  Ir1aovS  Xpt  't0  Si  ov 
, rd  navtia  xai  rl  tcIS  &'  aü'toü.  The  first  brings  us  to  the  very  reality  of  the  `one 
God'  whom  the  Corinthian  `strong'  confess  as  their  Father.  The  expression  of  `one 
God'  is  a  clear  reference  to  the  famous  Jewish  Shema  in  Deut  6.4  with  which  the 
Jewish-influenced  Corinthian  `strong'  would  have  been  familiar.  It  speaks  of  not  only 
38  Conzelmann  1975:  145,  n51;  Willis  1985a:  84  observes  that  the  credal  character  of  this  verse  is  in  the 
balanced  phraseology  of  the  style;  see  his  n70.  However,  although  Fee  1987:  373f  thinks  it  is  possible 
for  this  verse  to  find  its  origin  in  a  credal  confession,  he  holds  the  view  that  the  words  were  Paul's  own. 
The  question  is  sharpened  by  Murphy-O'Connor  1978a:  257  who  makes  a  distinction  between  a 
declaration  and  a  confession  and  argues  for  the  former  on  the  basis  that  a  confession  is  a  considered 
declaration  which  is  theoretical  and  abstract.  Whereas  a  declaration  or  acclamation  'is  rooted  in  the 
wonder  inspired  by  the  experience  of  power'.  He  goes  on  to  say,  `This  dimension  of  power  as 
experienced  confirms  the  classification  of  1  Cor.,  VIII,  6  as  an  acclamation,  because  this  precise  aspect 
is  highlighted  by  the  hemeis  di'  autou  which  produces  the  effect  hemeis  eis  auf  on'  (2570.  This  view  is 
similarly  held  by  Giblin  1975:  534.  However,  if  verse  6  is  an  acclamation  due  to  the  dimension  of  power 
experienced  and  that  a  confessional  formula  would  have  been  too  theoretical  and  abstract,  it  would  mean 
that  the  'weak'  would  less  likely  have  any  problem  understanding  it  since  they  too  had  experienced 
conversion  and  thus  probably  the  power  that  came  with  it.  On  the  contrary,  1  Cor  8.7  tells  us  that  cc??: 
ovic  Lv  näaty  fl  yvwatq,  which  implies  the  possibility  that  verses  4,6  and  particularly  verse  6  could 
well  be  a  credal  confession  which  is  too  highbrow  for  the  'weak'.  See  Horsley  1978c:  130  who  argues 
that  the  verse  is  a  credal  confession  arising  from  Stoic  doxology.  It  appears  that  it  was  a  credal 
confession  with  which  the  Corinthians  were  familiar  at  their  conversion  and  it  could  even  well  be 
possible  that  it  was  recited  at  their  baptism  (Murphy-O'Connor  1979b:  80  states  that  it  is  in  fact  an 
acclamation  uttered  during  a  baptismal  liturgy  which  begs  the  question  then  as  to  what  the  difference 
between  a  baptismal-liturgical  acclamation  and  a  baptismal  credal  confession  is).  Further,  the  context  of 
I  Cor  8  indicates  that  verse  6  is  probably  central  to  the  yvCoatq  of  the  'strong'. 245 
the  fatherhood  of  God  but  the  creatorship  of  God  39  The  expression  -rd  ndv  to  has 
been  a  subject  of  debate.  Is  it  to  be  understood  as  referring  to  the  new  order  of 
salvation  as  Murphy-O'Connor  has  argued?  40  It  must  be  noted  that  the  context  of  I 
Cor  8  is  that  of  eating  idol-meat.  Even  though  the  confession  probably  has  a  much 
wider  meaning  for  the  Corinthians  at  the  time  of  their  conversion  -  when  they  turned 
from  the  former  belief  (in  this  case  Judaism  for  the  Jewish  Christians,  and  pagan  belief 
for  those  Jewish-influenced  Gentile  Christians)41  to  acknowledge  Christ  as  their  Lord 
and  as  the  agent  of  all  that  they  have  and  are  -  it  seems  to  be  applied  to  this  very 
specific  context  of  idol-meat.  Thus  td  7tätrca  would  more  likely  be  a  reference  to  all 
creation. 
It  appears  that  the  `strong'  possess  the  knowledge  that  all  things  come  from  the 
one  God,  which  obviously  includes  food,  even  idol-meat.  And  since  idols  are  nothing 
and  insignificant,  and  since  God  is  the  one  God  who  has  created  all  things,  it  is 
perfectly  all  right  for  the  `strong'  to  eat  idol-meat. 
Such  a'yvwßtg  means  for  the  `strong'  a  legitimation  for  their  very  practice. 
They  are  in  a  spiritual  state  of  `freedom'  and  `power'  as  they  acknowledge  God  as 
their  Father  and  creator  and  their  own  creatureliness,  thus  their  dependence  on  and 
existence  for  him.  2  Eating  idol-meat  is  therefore  not  a  wrong  at  all;  it  is  in  fact  a  way 
39  Cf.  Horsley  1980:  46.  Hering  1962:  69-70  discusses  various  creation  models  but  settles  on  the  Jewish 
Kabbalah  conception  of  creation  which  describes  God  as  creating  the  universe  by  taking  from  himself 
all  the  elements  of  creation. 
40  Murphy-O'Connor  1978a:  263-5. 
41  By  this,  I  am  not  making  a  statement  as  to  who  are  Jewish  or  Gentile  Christians.  The  point  is  that 
even  if  all  the  Corinthians  have  this  belief  at  the  point  of  their  conversion,  the  practical  implications  for 
different  individuals  or  groups  may  still  differ. 
42  Fee  1987:  374-5  lists  three  realities  about  God  in  this  verse:  (1)  that  God  is  now  to  be  understood  to  be 
the  Father;  (2)  that  God  is  the  source  and  creator  of  all  things;  and  (3)  that  Christians  now  exist  for  his 
purpose.  And  Barrett  1968:  192  rightly  states,  `He  is  therefore  described  as  the  Father  (primarily  of  his 
only  Son,  Jesus  Christ;  secondarily  also  of  those  who  through  Christ  have  a  derivative  relationship), 
from  whom  come  all  things  (that  is,  he  is  the  Creator)  and  to  whom  our  own  being  leads  (literally, 
and  we  unto  him;  that  is,  we  exist  in  order  to  serve  him,  and  our  destiny  is  to  be  found  in  him),...  ' 
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in  which  they  display  their  belief.  Yet,  this  behaviour  is  viewed  by  Paul  as  sharing  in 
the  table  of  demons  and  which,  according  to  our  definitions,  would  be  seen  as  a  form 
of  rebellion  against  the  true  God  and  a  wrong  kind  of  worship  even  if  their  intention  is 
not  wrong.  But  the  `strong'  need  not  view  this  as  Paul  does.  For  them,  the  definitions 
of  idolatry  may  be  different. 
That  the  one  God  is  not  only  the  creator  but  also  the  Father  to  the  `strong' 
means  that  they  now  have  to  live  for  him,  that  is,  f  tcIS  sic  avtiov.  But  living  for 
God  would  also  imply  a  conscious  and  deliberate  effort  in  rejecting  idols  and  all  that 
they  stand  for.  They  are  therefore  not  to  be  held  back  by  any  thought  that  idols  have 
power  over  them.  This  would  have  given  rise  to  their  `freedom'  in  the  practice  with 
regard  to  idol-meat.  Indeed,  such  concept  and  practice  are  not  without  parallels. 
Artapanus  could  hold  a  positive  view  of  Moses  and  Judaism  while  at  the  same  time 
attribute  to  Moses  all  the  Egyptian  religious  traditions  (see  4.5  above).  Further,  it  is 
highly  possible  for  the  `strong'  to  view  the  true  God  as  the  `most  high  God',  just  as 
Philo  views  the  true  God.  But  the  `strong'  differ  in  their  application  of  this  knowledge 
of  God  as  the  highest  (see  4.4  above).  And  again,  in  4.4  above,  we  have  hinted  at  the 
possibility  that  there  might  be  a  conceptual  overlap  between  the  understanding  of  the 
`strong'  regarding  the  true  God  and  other  people's  understanding,  since  the  cult  of 
ZSÜs  'YwtGtoc  was  officially  recognised  in  Corinth.  A  parallel  is  seen  here. 
With  regard  to  the  second  part,  the  word  xtiptoq  may  have  many  possible 
meanings.  43  However,  it  must  be  seen  and  understood  in  conjunction  with  what 
follows,  namely,  8i  ov  'tä  itävtia  xai  tµeiS  &'  a&rov.  For  this  phrase  is  a 
parallel  to  the  one  before,  so  that  it  speaks  about  the  relationship  of  Jesus  Christ  to  God 
in  creation  and  redemption.  The  conception  sic  xvpto;,  according  to  Hering,  `was 
43  See  Quell-Foerster  1965:  1039-95  for  these  studies. 247 
kept  by  the  Christians  for  the  glorified  Christ'.  44  The  `strong'  would  probably  have 
acknowledged  the  lordship  of  Christ  and  understood  him  to  be  the  agent  of  creation  as 
well  as  the  agent  of  redemption  as  may  be  seen  in  the  word  5tä,  which,  according  to 
Barrett,  means  that  Jesus  Christ  is  not  described  as  God  45  And  Barrett  is  thus  correct 
to  say  that  the  word  xvptoq  here  `stands  in  close  relation,  but  is  not  identical,  with 
God'.  6  The  second  part  of  the  confession  thus  points  to  Christ  as  the  agent  of  creation 
and,  in  terms  of  redemption,  the  intermediary  between  God  and  humanity. 
This  fits  well  with  the  context  of  1  Cor  8  in  which  the  `strong'  who  have 
believed  Christ  to  be  the  Lord  know  they  are  in  the  position  of  being  redeemed.  Idols 
are  nothing  in  the  face  of  Christ  the  Lord;  and  having  been  redeemed  through  Christ, 
they  now  belong  to  God  the  Father.  It  is  therefore  a  `freedom'  into  which  the 
Corinthian  `strong'  have  been  redeemed. 
Horsley  has  pointed  out  that  in  Hellenistic  Judaism,  `a  sense  of  one's  inability 
to  sin  can  be  rooted  in  the  possession  of  sophia  and  gnosis'.  47  However,  while  it  is 
possible  that  Jesus  Christ  as  the  agent  of  creation  could  well  succeed  to  the  place  of 
sophia  which  is  the  instrument  of  God's  creation  in  Jewish  Wisdom  literature,  48  this  is 
not  clear  in  the  text.  Thus,  Horsely's  view  that  they  have  attained  a  spiritual  status  of 
`wisdom',  `power'  and  `perfection'  is  possible  but  cannot  be  confirmed  from  the  text  49 
Armed  with  this  confession  as  their  yvCoats,  the  `strong'  are  able  to  say,  `we 
all  possess  knowledge',  `idols  are  nothing  in  the  world'  and  `there  is  no  God  but  one'. 
44  Hering  1962:  69. 
's  Barrett  1968:  193. 
46  Barrett  1968:  193. 
47  Horsley  1980:  47. 
49  See  Hering  1962:  71. 
49  Horsley  1976:  281;  cf.  1977:  231  and  1980:  43;  see  also  1979:  46-51.  See  further  his  commentary 
(1998:  144-45)  where  Horsley  recognises  the  various  slogans  to  be  the  theological  knowledge  of  the 
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This  yvuüatq  thus  gives  them  the  `right'  or  `freedom'  to  attend  pagan  temples  and  eat 
idol-meat.  How  this  `right'  or  `freedom'  is  appropriated  by  the  `strong'  will  need  to  be 
examined,  particularly  because  the  concept  is  also  seen  in  Josephus's  citation  of  the 
Num  25  incident. 
6.3.4  The  tkovß{a  of  the  `strong' 
In  1  Cor  8.9,  Paul  cautions  the  `strong'  on  their  use  of  their  Lkoi.  x  ta,  as  he  does 
not  want  their  exercise  of  Lko  oata  to  become  a  stumbling  block  to  the  `weak'.  In  1 
Cor  10.23  Paul  cites  yet  another  slogan  of  the  `strong'  in  their  justification  for  eating 
idol-meat:  Tcävtia  Eý£a'cty,  which  is  also  seen  in  1  Cor  6.12.50  What  is  this  ttovata? 
Does  it  imply  that  the  `strong'  are  turning  to  themselves  and  their'yvc3aig  as  their 
`authority'? 
The  word  tkeatity  is  defined  as  `it  is  permitted',  `it  is  possible',  and  `proper'  by 
BAGD.  In  the  light  of  the  participation  of  the  Corinthian  `strong'  in  eating  idol-meat,  the 
`permission'  or  `possibility'  could  be  understood  as  a  claim  for  `freedom'.  51  And 
according  to  BAGD,  Lkovßioa.  carries  the  meaning  of  `freedom  of  choice',  `right  to  act, 
decide',  among  others.  52 
Thus,  the  `strong'  appear  to  believe  that  eating  sacrificial  food  is  part  of  their 
ekouata.  Further,  their  present  knowledge  (yv63  tq)  serves  as  the  foundation  for  that 
50  Fee  1987:  384,  n46,  rightly  observes  that  the  words  Ll  ovaia  and  eXEti0CP0Cj  VLev0Epia  are 
`nearly  synonymous'  in  Paul's  argument.  On  I  Cor  6.12,  Fee  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  a  crisis  of  the 
abuse  of  freedom  `to  act  as  they  (the  'strong')  pleased'  (1987:  252).  Barrett  1968:  144  thinks  that  the 
slogan  receives  a  qualified  agreement  from  Paul  who  draws  a  different  conclusion. 
SI  Conzelmann  1975:  108-9  carefully  takes  the  term,  ll;  eatty,  to  mean  'it  is  permitted'  and  that  it  is 
linked  to  the  `knowledge'  of  the  'strong'.  As  mentioned  in  6.3.1,6.3.2  and  6.3.3,  the  `knowledge'  of  the 
'strong'  forms  their  theology  which  `permits'  them  to  behave  in  an  idolatrous  manner. 
52  Hays  1997:  101  refers  to  this  as  a  'philosophically-informed  autonomy',  which  means  that  the  `strong' 
are  free  to  do  anything  as  they  please.  However,  Hays'  suggestion  that  the  'strong'  could  have  drawn  on 
the  kind  of  philosophical  tradition  found  in  Epictetus  has  not  taken  into  consideration  the  nature,  of  the 
'knowledge'  or  `theology'  of  the  `strong',  which  we  have  shown  to  be  Jewish.  And  if  we  can  find 
Jewish  parallel  to  such  a  claim  to  `freedom',  our  case  that  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  is  Jewish  would 
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ikovaia.  And  their  slogan,  Ttdvta  tkca'tty,  expresses  their  e  oix  to  to  eat  idol- 
meat. 
There  are  at  least  two  ways  to  explain  `freedom'.  Firstly,  `freedom'  could  be 
viewed  as  the  Christian  claim  of  being  `freed'  from  the  Mosaic  Law,  after  their 
conversion  to  Christianity.  Such  `freedom'  represents  a  kind  of  liberation  from 
something  burdensome  and  oppressive,  i.  e.  the  burdens  of  the  Law.  The  participation  of 
the  `strong'  in  pagan  temple  meals  which  involves  eating  sacrificial  food  could  be  seen 
as  an  effort  to  claim  this  `freedom'  in  a  practical  way.  The  second  is  the  claim  of  the 
intrinsic  value  of  humanity,  i.  e.  human  `freedom'.  This  perspective  sees  `freedom'  as 
deeply  rooted  in  the  `one  God'  who  gives  all  people  the  `freedom'  to  be  what  they  are 
and  live  according  to  the  yvwatq  that  is  derived  from  this  `one  God'.  In  this  sense,  the 
`strong'  can  claim  their  yvc3atq  of  the  `one  God'  and  the  `non-entity  of  idols'  and  thus 
their  `freedom'  to  live  according  to  this  knowledge.  Such  a  claim  is  not  without  parallel. 
In  Josephus'  account  of  the  Midianite  women's  seduction  of  the  Israelite  youths, 
a  parallel  to  the  claim  of  the  `strong'  to  their  `rights'  and  `freedom'  may  be  established. 
In  Ant  4.131-154,  the  Israelite  youths  are  described  as  having  fallen  in  love  with  the 
Midianite  women  and,  after  these  women's  demand  that  the  Israelites  must  conform  to 
their  (Midianite)  belief  system  and  follow  their  customs  and  worship  their  Gods,  giving 
in  to  the  women's  demand  (Ant  4.137).  53  Ant  4.139  tells  us  that  the  youths  accepted  the 
belief  in  a  plurality  of  Gods  and  were  certain  about  sacrificing  to  the  Midianite  women's 
Gods  according  to  their  (i.  e.  the  Midianites')  established  rites.  What  follows  is  that 
Moses  tried  to  reason  with  the  youths  (Ant  4.141-44),  54  only  to  receive  a  robust  response 
s'  See  the  discussion  on  Josephus'  account  on  the  Midianite  women's  seduction  of  Israelite  youths  in 
chapter  5.4.1. 
54  See  the  discussion  on  Moses'  mild  disposition  in  the  above  chapter.  What  may  be  observed  is  that  in 
Josephus  Moses  seems  not  so  unreasonable  after  all,  an  impression  the  Bible  might  have  given. 250 
from  the  chief  of  the  tribe  of  Simeon,  Zambrias,  who  argued  that  Moses  was  a  tyrant 
who  secured  the  Israelites'  obedience  to  the  law  by  compulsion  (Ant  4.145-46). 
Zambrias'  accusation  against  Moses  of  `robbing  us  of  life's  sweets  and  of  that  liberty  of 
action'  ('töv  ßiov  av&tckovßtov)  may  be  seen  as  an  expression  of  a  belief  that  went 
beyond  a  mere  giving  in  to  the  Midianite  women's  seduction.  ss  The  aivtiskovato;, 
which  means  `free  power'  or  `self-determination',  points  to  the  meaning  we  have 
mentioned  earlier,  i.  e.  the  `freedom'  given  to  all  humanity.  56  Further,  Zambrias' 
insistence  that  such  `freedom'  belonged  to  `free  people'  (t  i5v  eXcoOtpcwv)  who  `have 
no  master'  (6Eair  ti'n  v  ovx  Lxdv'cuwv)  (Ant  4.146)  shows  his  belief  that  he,  and  indeed 
all  those  who  joined  the  Midianite  women,  were  `free  people'  acid  that  they  therefore 
ought  to  exercise  their  avtickovatov.  Such  an  appeal  to  `free  power'  and  to  `freedom' 
(iXcuOepia)  shows  that  Zambrias  was  feeling  oppressed  and  that  he  could  not  access 
the  truth  because  of  Moses'  tyranny  (Ant  4.149). 
If  Josephus'  reworked  story  of  the  Midianite  women  is  a  reflection  of  the 
situation  of  the  Graeco-Roman  world  of  attractions,  and  thus  `temptations',  to  the  Jews 
in  the  Diaspora,  and  if  Josephus  wrote  this  to  address  the  issue  of  the  dangers  posed  by 
Gentile  cultural  religious  values  on  Judaism,  57  then  it  is  possible  that  such  a  claim  on 
one's  `self-determination'  might  be  quite  widespread.  And  this  serves  as  a  parallel  to  the 
55  Borgen  1996:  19  rightly  maintains  that  Zambrias  wants  'self-determination  and  freedom  from  the 
tyrant  Moses'.  Indeed,  Josephus'  portrayal  of  the  temptation  is  one  that  interweaves  the  youths'  desire 
to  break  free  from  the  'dictatorship'  of  Moses  and  their  idolatry.  This  is  significant  for  understanding 
the  role  of  'freedom'  in  the  youths'  idolatry. 
$6  Cf.  Borgen  1996:  19  who  interprets  this  as  a  `cherished  Greek  ideal'.  Horbury  1998:  119  notes  that  the 
Greek-speaking  Jews  understood  the  Israelites'  worship  of  Baal-peor  as  'a  lapse  to  the  mysteries'. 
s'  van  Unnik  1974:  261.  Feldman  2000:  378,  n391  observes  that  Num  25.1-2  speaks  quite  differently 
from  Josephus'  description.  He  is  also  right  to  point  out  the  fact  that  while  Josephus  is  addressing  his 
work  primarily  to  non-Jews,  he  is  also  directing  his  work  at  Jews  as  well,  as  seen  in  various  indications 
such  as  the  present  incident  of  Israelites'  worship  of  Baal-Peor  here  in  Num  25  and  Samson's  relations 
with  foreign  women  (Judg  14.1-16.31;  Ant  5.286-317)  (see  Feldman  2000:  378,  n392). 251 
claim  of  the  `strong'  that  `all  things  are  lawful'  (itdv'ca  tkca'  uv,  1  Cor  10.23;  cf.  I  Cor 
6.12). 
Although  Paul  recognises  the  ekou6ia  of  the  `strong',  he  does  not  agree  with 
the  way  they  exercise  their  ekouata,  i.  e.  attendance  at  pagan  temples  and 
consumption  of  idol-meat  (...  i  ekovata  W6)v  a15ti71...  1  Cor  8.9).  58  For  such 
actions  are  idolatrous  and  can  lead  to  their  destruction.  And  in  the  process,  the  `weak' 
are  also  caused  to  stumble.  Instead,  he  urges  the  `strong'  to  imitate  his  willingness  not 
to  use  his  own  `rights'  as  an  apostle,  thus  reiterating  his  opposition  to  the  way  the 
`strong'  are  exercising  their  `rights'  (1  Cor  9.1;  see  chapter  seven  below  for  further 
discussion  of  Paul's  renunciation  of  his  rights). 
6.3.5  Conclusion 
The  above  examination  of  three  verses  of  the  slogans  of  the  `strong'  and  their 
`freedom'  or  `authority'  shows  that  they  have  taken  a  liberal  stand  over  the  eating  of 
idol-meat.  They  hold  the  belief  that  idols  are  nothing  in  the  world  and  that  there  is  no 
God  but  one.  Their  knowledge  of  the  `one  God'  could  possibly  be  paralleled  by  the 
conceptual  overlap  found  in  Letter  ofAristeas,  Artapanus  and  such  like:  the  one  God  is 
universally  worshipped,  even  though  different  people  call  him  by  different  names.  But 
their  knowledge  was  further  modified  when  they  became  Christians,  and  this  'yvwßtq 
is  further  seen  in  their  creedal  confession  quoted  by  Paul  in  which  the  `strong' 
acknowledge  both  the  creatorship  and  the  fatherhood  of  God.  Because  God  is  the 
creator  of  all  things,  including  food  and  even  idol-meat,  and  because  the  `strong'  hold 
the  belief  that  their  present  existence  is  due  to  God  and  for  his  purpose,  they  feel  free 
to  eat  what  God  has  created.  And  in  the  process,  they  display  their  belief  or  yvwßtS. 
sg  Fee  1987:  384-85  rightly  points  out  that  this  `freedom'  of  the  `strong'  is  close  to  `freedom  to  act  as 
they  please  without  restraint'.  Cf.  Horsley  1998:  145  who  reiterates  that  the  'strong'  possess  `absolute 
authority'  out  of  their  knowledge. 252 
Their  confession  also  points  to  their  acknowledgement  of  Jesus  Christ  as  Lord. 
They  have  come  to  faith  through  Jesus  Christ  and  their  existence  and  redemption  are 
due  to  him.  This  then  forms  the  yvwctq  of  the  Corinthian  `strong'  by  which  they 
attend  pagan  temples  and  freely  eat  idol-meat.  The'yvCoatq  of  the  `strong'  also  gives 
them  the  Eýovaia  to  behave  in  an  idolatrous  manner  according  to  their  own 
preference,  with  little  regard  for  the  `weak'.  Even  though  they  hold  similar  views  of 
the  `one  God'  as  Philo  does  (see  Philo,  Leg  3.82,  discussed  in  chapter  4.4  above),  they 
differ  over  the  practical  application  of  this  belief.  While  Philo's  view  meant  a  total 
condemnation  of  idolatry,  that  there  should  be  no  contact  with  idols,  the  'yv63c  tq  of 
the  `strong'  gives  them  the  legitimation  for  eating  idol-meat  freely. 
Such  behaviour  is  not  without  parallel.  In  fact,  we  saw  in  chapter  four  (4.6) 
above  such  idolatrous  behaviour  of  some  Diaspora  Jews:  attendance  at  the  temple  of 
Pan,  conducting  business  transactions  at  the  pagan  temples  and  invoking  the  Gods  in 
their  juridical  formulae  and  the  like  (chapter  4.6.2).  Other  Jews  such  as  Dositheos  son 
of  Drimylos  and  Philo's  nephew  Tiberius  Julius  Alexander  gave  themselves  to  the 
service  of  the  Gods  while  continuing  to  regard  themselves  as  Jews  (see  chapter  4.6.3). 
There  are  several  definitions  of  idolatry  spelt  out  in  chapter  two  (see  chapter 
2.1.1)  by  which  the  `strong'  could  be  considered  idolatrous.  First  of  all,  the  `strong' 
could  be  considered  idolatrous  for  being  `unfaithful'  to  God  through  their  participation 
in  the  ritual  eating  in  the  pagan  temple.  Within  the  category  of  `unfaithfulness'  the 
`strong'  would  have  been  considered  idolatrous  for  disregarding  ancestral 
tradition/customs.  In  the  light  of  the  tradition  which  Paul  had  passed  on  to  them,  i.  e. 
the  Lord's  Supper,  their  behaviour  is  considered  as  contrary  to  the  gospel  (this  will  be 
discussed  below).  Second,  the  `strong'  could  be  considered  idolatrous  in  terms  of  the 
wrong  acts  of  worship.  While  they  may  hold  a  right  view  of  the  true  God,  i.  e.  there  is 253 
no  God  but  one,  their  behaviour  of  attending  a  pagan  temple  and  eating  idol-meat 
before  the  idols  is  inappropriate  to  the  worship  of  the  true  God,  even  though  they  may 
not  intend  to  worship  the  idols.  Third,  the  `strong'  could  be  considered  idolatrous 
because  of  the  cognitive  error  of  confusing  or  mixing  God  with  Satµövta. 
Paul,  however,  does  not  approve  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'.  For  him,  the 
behaviour  of  the  `strong'  constitutes  idolatry  because  eating  at  a  pagan  temple  before 
the  pagan  idols  is  an  act  of  sharing  the  table  with  &x  tµ  vta.  He  rejects  such 
behaviour  and  warns  that  the  `strong'  run  the  risk  of  being  condemned  by  the  true  God. 
This  whole  saga  or  conflict  over  idolatry  seems  to  boil  down  to  the  question  of 
definitions.  Paul  seems  to  have  a  different  view  of  what  constitutes  idolatry.  To 
enable  us  to  have  a  better  understanding  of  Paul's  position,  we  will  now  look  at  some 
of  the  terms  which  he  uses  in  his  argument  against  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'. 
6.4  The  use  of  Satµövtov 
Does  Paul  think  that  the  consumption  of  idol  meat  is  a  matter  of  indifference? 
Does  he,  like  the  `strong',  believe  that  idols  are  nothing?  In  what  way  does  he  differ 
from  the  `strong'  in  opinion?  He  seems  to  reject  the  practice  of  the  `strong'.  What  are 
his  reasons  for  his  rejection?  In  1  Cor  10.20,  Paul  seems  to  make  a  connection 
between  idols  and  8atµövta.  What  does  Paul  mean  when  he  quotes  from  Deut 
32.17?  To  understand  Paul's  view,  the  meaning  of  batµövtov  and  its  significance  in 
Paul's  argument,  I  will  first  look  at  its  use  in  the  Septuagint.  While  the  Septuagint 
does  not  use  the  term  in  a  widespread  manner,  those  places  where  the  term  is  used  are 
significant  in  that  they  are  related  to  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  Israel.  An 
examination  of  this  term  should  also  lead  us  to  Paul's  use  of  the  term  elsewhere. 254 
6.4.1  Aatgovtov  in  the  Septuagint 
Paul's  use  of  the  word  Satgovtov,  to  be  sure,  is  found  within  a  quotation  of 
Deut  32.17.  In  other  words,  Paul's  understanding  of  the  term  is  most  likely  influenced 
by  the  very  passage  itself.  1  Cor  10.20  reads,  ck?  o"n  ä  0iüouaty,  Satµoviotq 
scat  Ob  06(ý  01)0-o  v  ('but  that  the  things  they  sacrifice,  they  sacrifice  to  demons 
and  not  to  God').  The  LXX  Deut  32.17  reads,  ... 
6Ouaav  Scu  tovtolq  KOGt  o'Ü  eeg5. 
In  this  passage,  which  falls  within  the  larger  context  of  Moses'  Song,  the  term  is  used 
to  refer  to  the  Gods  whom  the  Israelites  have  worshipped.  However,  in  Deut  32  itself, 
the  objects  of  the  Israelites'  idolatrous  worship  seem  to  take  on  various  terms:  they  are 
called  `no-gods'  (vv  17,21),  `strange  Gods'  and  `Gods'  (vv  16,17),  `new  Gods'  (v 
17),  and  `idols'  (v  21).  Do  all  these  terms  mean  the  same  thing  and  are  they  together 
also  taken  to  refer  to  `demons'  in  v  17?  Does  Paul  make  any  distinction  between  idols 
and  `demons'?  What  is  important  is  that  by  our  definition  in  chapter  two  the  worship 
of  the  `no-gods',  `strange  Gods',  `new  Gods'  and  `idols',  other  than  the  true  God  is 
idolatrous.  59  If  idols  and  pagan  Gods  are  no-gods,  a  view  which  the  `strong'  in 
Corinth  also  hold,  what  then  does  the  term  Satµdvta  mean?  The  text  in  Deut  32 
seems  to  suggest  that  the  Sal  tövta  are  a  reference  to  the  Gods  of  the  nations, 
represented  by  their  idols.  Other  Septuagintal  texts  may  shed  more  light. 
In  Ps  95.5,  the  psalmist  refers  to  the  Gods  of  the  Gentiles  as  demons 
(S(xt  tövta),  6°  in  contrast  to  Yahweh  who  is  the  creator.  In  Ps  90.6,  the  term 
59  Craigie  1976:  382  rightly  comments:  'By  abandoning  God  to  go  after  strange  gods,  the  Israelites  break 
the  first  commandment  of  their  covenant  with  God, 
...  '.  Although  von  Rad  1966:  198  thinks  this  is  a 
historical  view  that  is  much  subordinated  to  theology,  the  Song  of  Moses  states  in  explicit  terms  that 
Israelites  have  turned  to  other  Gods. 
60  This  is  the  translation  of  the  Hebrew  which  Anderson  1972:  683  thinks  is  a  term  of  contempt. 
Dahood  1968:  358  translates  it  as  `rags',  linking  it  to  the  terapim  to  denote  'old  rags'.  The  translators  of 
the  LXX  perhaps  found  this  term  to  be  of  such  contempt  that  they  decided  to  translate  it  as  'demons'. 255 
bat  tOvta  seems  to  carry  the  idea  of  `evil  spirit'  (Satµovtov  µEaijµpptvoü),  while 
the  term  tcaTjµßptvov  indicates  that  the  psalmist  has  in  view  the  realm  of  the 
spirits.  61  Meanwhile,  Ps  105.36-38  (LXX)  seems  to  employ  the  terms  bat  tdvta  and 
idols  interchangeably.  62  The  idols  of  v  36,  though  not  mentioned  in  v  37,  are  again 
mentioned  in  v  38,  both  of  which  refer  to  the  objects  of  the  Israelites'  sacrifice  of  their 
children.  Verse  37  comes  in  between  and  explains  that  the  child  sacrifice  is  to 
`demons'  (tioIS  Saaµovtot;  ).  63  However,  since  in  the  majority  of  Jewish  texts, 
`idols'  are  ridiculed  as  being  dumb  and  stupid,  lacking  any  power  or  efficacy,  the 
Satµdvta  could  well  be  a  reference  to  the  spirits  behind,  or  represented  by,  the 
idols.  64 
The  use  of  the  term  in  Isaiah  may  be  seen  in  three  ways.  In  Isa  13.21,  calamity 
is  promised  to  Israel's  enemies.  Babylon,  which  is  the  nation  that  takes  Israel  into 
captivity,  is  described  as  a  place  for  wild  beasts,  and  where  `demons'  will  make  merry 
(Saiµdvta  ýxci  6pxrjaovti(Xt).  65  A  similar  description  about  the  nations  in  general 
61  Anderson  1972:  658  suggests  that  the  LXX  bears  a  witness  to  the  interpretation  of  the  psalm  at  a  later 
time.  The  idea  here  might  be  that  the  realm  of  evil  spirits  is  a  realm  of  destruction,  hence  the  use  of  the 
term  `demon'  in  the  translation  could  indicate  that  the  translators  view  the  `demon'  as  destructive. 
62  See  Allen  1983:  53-56  for  a  historical  explanation  of  this  psalm.  Allen  sees  the  psalm  as  a  penitential 
prayer  which  recalls  the  sins  of  Israel.  In  this  connection,  vv  36-38  maybe  part  of  the  wider  reference 
or  allusion  to  the  sins  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness,  including  that  of  worshipping  the  Baal  of  Peor  in  vv 
28-31.  If  a  connection  is  made  between  vv  36-38  and  vv  28-31,  then  the  `idols'  and  `demons'  could 
possibly  be  seen  to  be  the  same  by  the  psalmist. 
63  See  Dahood  1970:  74-75. 
64  Anderson  1972:  746  observes  that  the  Hebrew  term  01-11  is  found  only  here  and  Deut  32.17.  Ontf, 
according  to  Anderson,  are  always  connected  with  the  Akkadian  '10,  which  refers  to  certain  subordinate 
spirits  which  have  been  invested  with  power  to  do  good  or  evil.  The  LXX  translators  would  have  been 
aware  of  the  significance  of  the  term  and  their  choice  of  8atg6vta  to  translate  01'T  f  suggests  that  they 
thought  `demons'  to  be  some  kind  of  subordinate  spirits.  Since  the  context  of  the  psalm  concerns  evil 
deeds,  the  `demons'  here  would  rightly  refer  to  some  evil  spirits. 
65  This  is  later  echoed  in  the  NT,  Rev  18.2,  where  Babylon  is  similarly  depicted  as  an  erstwhile  place  of 
might  which  has  become  a  `dwelling  place  of  demons'  (x(Xtiotxrrnjptov  Sat  tovicov),  'a  haunt  of 
every  foul  spirit'  (4rn  aiai  7tcwtds  dpv&u  dKcxOäptov),  and  `a  haunt  of  every  foul  and  hateful 
bird'  (Oi  aKK  navtdS  611p{ov  dKaOdptov  izcd  teµtßrlµ9vou).  In  this  passage,  Babylon  is 
negatively  portrayed  by  equating  it  with  a  place  where  such  'evil'  and  `distasteful'  beings  dwell.  Thus, 
what  is  used  to  describe  Babylon  can  also  be  said  to  be  `evil',  since  Babylon  in  the  Jewish  tradition  is 256 
is  also  given  in  Isa  34.14  where  the  wrath  of  God  upon  the  nations  is  represented  by 
the  desolation  of  the  Gentile  lands,  with  all  the  princely  glory  coming  to  naught  (v  12). 
Animals  which  are  not  normally  very  welcome  are  present,  such  as  the  hawk,  the 
porcupine,  the  owl  and  the  raven  (v  11),  the  jackals  and  ostriches  (v  13),  and  the 
hyenas  (v  14).  The  presence  of  these  animals  indicates  a  land  that  is  wild,  that  is, 
uninhabited  and  desolate.  66  It  may  be  symbolic  of  a  spiritual  state  of  desolation.  The 
description  of  the  Gentile  lands  in  the  LXX,  of  Satµövta  calling  out  to  their  fellow 
satyrs  (bvoxcv'tavpotg:  small  `demons'  that  resemble  tailless  apes  that  haunt  wild 
places),  further  suggests  that  there  is  a  spiritual  realm  in  which  the  evil  spirits  dwell. 
The  mention  of  the  animals  parallels  that  of  the  `demonic',  thus  giving  the  impression 
that  the  Gentile  nations  would  be  completely  devastated. 
The  second  use  of  the  term  is  found  in  Isa  65.3  in  which  8atµ6vta  are 
described  as  Israel's  object  of  worship  (OuEnciwaty  Ami  ticdq  itXivOotg  ccýt 
8atµoviotc).  67  However,  these  'demons'  are  accused  of  not  being  in  existence  (ä 
ovx  tattv).  In  this  second  usage,  the  `demons'  appear  to  be  viewed  in  a  similar 
fashion  as  the  `idols'  (cf  chapters  2  and  3  above),  that  is,  they  are  hand-made,  dumb 
and  powerless  blocks  of  wood,  or  silver  or  gold.  In  short,  they  are  insignificant. 
The  third  use  of  the  term  is  in  Isa  65.11,  where  Israel's  idolatry  is  manifested  in 
the  people's  setting  up  a  table  for  Satµövta  (L'totµäCov'tES  tic3  Satµovicu 
tipäirsý(xv).  It  is  not  clear  whether  a  literal  `table'  is  meant  here;  nor  what  the  `table' 
actually  looks  like  if  a  literal  one  is  meant.  It  could  refer  to  a  raised  platform  on  which 
always  an  `evil'  place.  See  further  Watts  1985:  199  who  describes  the  conquered  Babylon  as  'a  virtual 
ghost-town'. 
66  Watts  1987:  13  rightly  points  out  that  the  line  between  the  wild  animals  and  the  various  demons, 
phantoms  and  ghosts  is  hard  to  draw.  Such  difficulty  suggests  the  wildness  and  desolation  of  the  place, 
and  therefore  the  evil  nature  of  those  that  dwell  there. 
67  See  Watts  1987:  343  who  observes  that  such  worship  includes  the  rites  of  pagan  worship. 257 
sacrifices  are  placed,  such  as  bricks  (e.  g.  Isa  65.3),  or  to  a  symbolic  `table'  such  as  the 
mountain  on  which  worship  takes  place  (e.  g.  Isa  65.7).  Whatever  it  is,  what  is 
important  for  our  purpose  is  that  the  setting  up  of  some  form  of  `altar'  for  worshipping 
and  offering  sacrifices  to  `demons'  is  not  without  precedent.  And  Paul's  description  of 
the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  in  1  Cor  10.21  could  well  be  an  allusion  to  the  setting  up 
of  a  table  for  the  6agi6vta  in  Isa  65.11.68  Such  a  setting  up  of  a  table  for  6atµ6vta 
will  lead  to  a  destiny  of  destruction  (Isa  65.12).  The  Satµdvta  here  clearly  refer  to 
the  objects  of  worship  which  are  contradictory  to  Yahweh,  the  true  God. 
In  Baruch  4.7,  the  author  speaks  of  Israel's  idolatry  as  sacrificing  to  `demons 
and  not  to  God'.  This  is  a  possible  allusion  to  Deut  32.17.  In  v  35,  the  author,  like  Isa 
13,  describes  the  nations  that  exiled  Israel  as  those  places  that  were  inhabited  by 
`demons'  (xatiotKT1O1i6Etiat  vitö  Saiµoviwv  tiöv  7t,  %Eiova  Xpdvov).  This 
suggests  that  the  author  has  a  negative  understanding  of  Bat  tdvta,  and  since  he  uses 
Satµdvta  in  a  contrasting  manner  to  God  who  is  good,  he  probably  understands 
Satµdvta  be  some  kind  of  evil  spirits.  Thus,  `demons'  in  Baruch  appear  to  be 
antithetical  to  God,  who  represents  what  is  good  (2.27),  righteous  (1.15;  2.6,9;  5.9), 
and  merciful  (3.2;  4.22;  5.9),  who  provides  salvation  (4.24). 
The  most  explicit  reference  to  Sat  tdvta  as  evil  spirits  is  found  in  the  Book  of 
Tobit.  The  Book  of  Tobit  tells  the  story  of  a  woman  named  Sara  who  failed  to  succeed 
in  marrying  her  husband  because  each  time  before  she  was  married,  her  prospective 
husband  would  be  killed  by  an  evil  spirit  called  Asmodeus  (A6µo5cdos  co' 
68  In  the  context  of  Isa  65,  the  setting  up  of  a  table  for  Satµövta  is  an  act  that  directly  contradicts  the 
worship  of  Yahweh,  that  is,  it  is  an  idolatrous  act  that  rebelled  against  Yahweh  and  abandoned  the 
ancestral  tradition,  as  defined  in  chapter  two  above. 258 
novrlpöv  8atµ6vtov,  3.8).  69  This  happened  seven  times.  70  For  Asmodeus  was  in 
love  with  Sara  (6atµ6vtov  ýtXEI  av'crjv,  6.14).  In  the  story,  Tobit  is  said  to  pray  for 
his  son  Tobias;  while  Sara  is  said  to  pray  for  deliverance;  both  of  whose  prayers  are 
answered  by  God,  who  sends  his  angel  Raphael  to  heal  Sara  and  Tobit  (3.17;  5.4).  In 
this  story,  the  Satµdvtov  is  an  evil  spirit  or  a  devil  who  can  trouble  a  human  person. 
And  this  is  precisely  what  Asmodeus  will  do  to  Tobias  to  whom  God  has  willed  Sara 
to  be  married.  But  the  angel  Raphael  instructs  Tobias,  who  mistakes  him  (i.  e. 
Raphael)  to  be  a  human  person,  how  he  may  relieve  himself  of  the  demonic  trouble.  7' 
A  certain  elaborate  ritual  of  smoking  a  fish  heart  and  liver  is  carefully  detailed  to 
Tobias  (6.7-9,17).  72  Tobias'  fears  of  the  evil  spirit  are  allayed  by  the  angel,  who  tells 
him  to  view  the  evil  spirit  as  nothing  ('cov  S(npoviou  pi  va  X&yov  exc,  6.16). 
Instead,  Tobias  is  to  pray  to  God,  who  is  merciful  (6.17).  73  In  the  end,  the  evil  spirit 
Asmodeus  tries  to  harm  Tobias,  but  the  latter,  acting  on  the  instruction  of  the  angel, 
does  exactly  what  he  has  been  instructed.  The  evil  spirit  flees,  upon  smelling  the 
smoke  from  the  heart  and  liver  of  the  fish  (8.3).  This  story  is  clearly  fictional.  74 
69  See  Schürer  111.222-23;  Zimmermann  1958:  2-5;  and  Nowell  1999:  978-85  for  a  summary  of  the  story. 
For  a  short  but  succinct  exposition,  see  Nickelsburg  1984:  40-46. 
70  Zimmermann  1958:  62  notes  that  `seven'  is  probably  a  symbolic  number  which  illustrates  the 
hopelessness  of  Sarah's  status,  as  he  comments,  'She  (Sarah)  was  completely  at  the  mercy  of 
Asmodeus'.  The  use  of  such  a  number  to  indicate  Sarah's  condition  with  the  evil  demon  indicates  the 
author's  view  of  the  evil  of  which  the  demon  Asmodeus  is  capable. 
71  Zimmermann  1958:  66  comments  that  Asmodeus  is  a  'formidable  adversary'  and  requires  an  agent  of 
God  to  overcome  him.  Such  an  act  of  sending  an  angel  on  the  part  of  God  shows  that  the  author 
understands  Asmodeus  to  be  real  and  powerful. 
72  Although  it  is  not  clear  whether  this  particular  act  of  smoking  a  fish's  heart  and  liver  was  a  religious 
ritual  of  the  time,  `smoking'  itself  has  been  known  to  be  used  for  attacks  of  evil  spirits;  see  Hastings, 
ERE,  vol  4,724a,  727a. 
"  It  is  interesting  to  read  the  address  of  Tobias  to  the  angel  Raphael,  'ACapia  döc?  4c,  of  which 
'  Aýapia  means  `God  helps'  (see  Dan  1.60.  The  theme  of  God's  mercy  permeates  throughout  the  story, 
as  Nickelsburg  1984:  42  rightly  points  out.  Such  an  address  by  Tobias  shows  the  power  of  Asmodeus  as 
Tobias  clearly  needs  the  help  and  mercy  of  God. 
74  For  the  character  and  genre  of  the  Book  of  Tobit,  see  Zimmermann  1958.  For  a  more  up  to  date  work, 
see  Nowell  1999:  978-85. 259 
However,  it  does  indicate  the  understanding  of  the  author,  and  possibly  the 
understanding  of  the  times,  regarding  50Caµövta,  75  which  may  serve  as  the 
background  to  Paul's  understanding  when  he  quotes  Deut  32.17.76  And  as  the  above 
discussion  shows,  most  of  the  authors  of  the  above  LXX  passages  seem  to  have  been 
influenced  by  Deut  32.17,  which  might  also  suggest  that  their  views  are  shared  by  Paul 
as  well,  when  he  quotes  the  same  text  to  argue  his  point. 
6.4.2  Paul's  use  of  the  term  5octg6vta  and  related  concepts 
The  use  of  the  term  by  Paul  is  found  only  in  1  Cor  10.20-21  among  the 
undisputed  letters  of  Paul.  77  On  the  basis  of  our  examination  of  the  term's  use  in  the 
LXX,  we  may  detect  Paul's  understanding  of  Satµdvta  in  his  frequent  mention  of  the 
unseen  spirit-world,  not  least  in  1  Cor.  78  In  other  words,  since  there  is  a  general 
tendency  towards  treating  the  Satµdvia  as  evil  spirits  in  the  LXX  passages  which  use 
the  term,  it  is  possible  that  Paul  might  have  viewed  Bat  tövta  in  the  same  manner. 
And  if  the  idea  of  evil  spirits  can  be  detected  in  Paul,  then  it  may  be  possible  that  Paul 
has  in  mind  the  evil  spirits  when  he  uses  the  term  Satµdvta  in  1  Cor  10,  which  he 
seems  to  suggest  lie  behind  the  idols.  We  will  now  turn  first  to  I  Cor  itself,  and  then 
to  the  other  letters  of  Paul. 
75  Zimmermann  1958:  27-32  rightly  points  out  that  there  is  nothing  unconventional  in  the  Book  of  Tobit. 
What  is  intended  by  the  author  seems  to  point  to  the  conventional  exhortations  to  do  good,  pray,  depend 
on  God,  and  the  understandings  that  God  is  sovereign  and  'demons'  are  evil. 
76  Even  a  cursory  reading  of  the  story  shows  that  the  author  is  heavily  influenced  by  the  biblical 
writings.  On  this,  see  Zimmermann  1958:  12-15;  for  the  sources  of  the  plot,  see  Nowell  1999:  979-82. 
"  By  the  undisputed  letters  of  Paul,  I  mean  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  First  and  Second  Epistles  to  the 
Corinthians,  the  Epistle  to  the  Galatians,  the  Epistle  to  the  Philippians,  the  First  Epistle  to  the 
Thessalonians,  and  the  Epistle  to  Philemon. 
79  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  236-37  where  he  argues  that  the  problem  with  the  `strong'  is  that  they  were 
committing  themselves  to  an  evil  subordinate  power.  Horsely  1998:  141  holds  the  Deut  32.17  is  a  text 
which  forms  the  basis  of  Jewish  apocalyptic  view  of  other  `Gods'  or  `idols'  as  demonic  powers  opposed 
to  God.  This,  Horsley  argues,  was  the  tradition  in  which  Paul  was  firmly  rooted. 260 
In  1  Cor  2.4,  Paul  speaks  about  his  preaching  and  his  message  as  a 
demonstration  of  the  spirit  and  of  power.  While  he  does  not  specify  what  `spirit' 
(1tvsvµa)  he  has  in  mind,  it  is  clear  that  he  is  referring  to  the  Spirit  and  power  of 
God.  79  Hence  in  2.5,  he  argues  that  the  purpose  of  such  preaching  and  its  message  is 
that  the  faith  of  the  Corinthians  might  rest  on  the  power  of  God  (ev  8uväµst  Ocoi3). 
He  then  sets  out  the  argument  that  he  still  speaks  wisdom,  but  not  of  `this  age'  (oü 
tiov  (Awvos  'tovtiou)  nor  of  the  `rulers  of  this  age'  (td3v  dpxöv'cwv  tioi3  aiü5vog 
'to&rou)  (v  6).  While  `this  age'  (b  (Awv  a&  öd)  could  well  refer  to  this  `world'  in 
which  the  Corinthians  live,  and  the  `rulers  of  this  age'  a  reference  to  the  political  and 
religious  leaders  of  this  world  (e.  g.  v  8),  as  Robertson-Plummer  maintain,  80  it  is  very 
likely  that  Paul  has  in  mind  a  double  meaning,  that  is,  the  `rulers  of  this  age'  are  the 
spirits  of  the  spirit  world  whose  cause  is  advocated  by  the  religious  and  political  `rulers 
of  this  age'.  81  Cullmann  is  right  when  he  assumes  that  the  `invisible  angelic  powers' 
stand  behind  the  earthly  rulers.  82  But  this  does  not  mean  that  earthly  rulers  always  act 
on  behalf  of  the  spirit  world,  since  Paul  elsewhere  exhorts  believers  to  submit  to 
79  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  66  says  when  Paul  preached  a  divine  power  gripped  his  hearers  and  that  the  Spirit 
and  power  are  a  hendiadys  (p.  65).  It  is  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  that  Paul  is  referring  to  here.  Hays 
1997:  36  argues  that  Paul's  point  here  is  that  the  miraculous  events  that  accompanied  his  preaching  were 
the  work  of  God.  See  also  Fee  1987:  95,  n28. 
80  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  36-37  think  that  the  `rulers  of  this  age'  are  primarily  the  rulers  of  the  Jews, 
as  they  find  the  view  that  it  is  a  reference  to  the  `spirits'  incompatible  with  verse  8. 
81  Against  Witherington  111  1995:  127  who  understands  dpxovtec  tov  aiwvos  co  rtov  as  the  earthly 
rulers,  and  Hays  1997:  44  who  sees  no  reference  in  this  verse  and  its  context  to  the  demonic  powers. 
82  Cullmann  1951:  191-93.  See  further  Lietzmann  1931:  11-12;  Hering  1962:  16-17;  Barrett  1968:  70; 
Conzelmann  1975:  61;  among  others.  Fee  1987:  103-4,  and  also  his  nn22-24,  argues  strongly  against 
such  an  interpretation.  His  reasons  are  not  necessarily  persuasive.  First,  there  is  no  reason  why  there 
should  be  a  link  between  1  Cor  2.6  and  Col  1.16  and  Eph  6.12.  It  depends  on  whether  one  takes  these 
latter  epistles  to  be  from  Paul.  In  the  light  of  the  disputed  Pauline  authorship  of  these  two  epistles,  any 
comparison  with  them  would  be  presumptuous.  Second,  even  though  he  finds  no  evidence  for  the  use  of 
the  term  for  demon,  there  is  no  reason  why  Paul  cannot  mean  more  than  just  earthly  rulers.  Third,  while 
Paul  uses  the  term  to  refer  to  earthly  rulers  elsewhere  (Rom  13.3),  the  overall  context  of  I  Cor  in  fact 
does  allow  for  the  meaning  of  the  spirit  world  to  be  included.  See  Barrett  1968:  69-70;  and  cf.  Horsley 
1998:  58  who  states  that  Paul  `stands  in  the  tradition  of  Jewish  apocalyptic  in  which  human  rulers  act 
under  the  influence  of  supernatural  demonic  forces'. 261 
earthly  authorities  (cf. Rom  13.1  ff).  What  Paul  is  saying  is  that  the  `earthly  rulers' 
may  indirectly  advocate  the  cause  of  the  demonic  powers,  whether  intentionally  or 
unintentionally.  Thus,  in  1  Cor  2.12,  Paul  explicitly  points  out  that  he  himself  and  the 
Corinthians  have  not  received  the  `spirit  of  the  world'  (To'  ivcüµa  tov  K6a'µov), 
but  the  `Spirit  which  is  from  God'  (tid  itvsvµa  'co'  Ex  'toü  6soü).  83  While  it  is 
entirely  possible  for  Paul  to  have  in  mind  one  Spirit  which  believers  have  received,  84  it 
is  likely  that  Paul  wants  to  differentiate  between  those  who  have  received  his  gospel 
and  those  who  seek  after  the  wisdom  of  the  world.  This  indicates  Paul's  belief  that 
there  are  two  kinds  of  itvcvµa  which  are  diametrically  opposed  to  each  other:  the 
Spirit  of  God  and  the  spirit  of  the  world.  85  The  Spirit  of  God  enables  believers  in  their 
understanding  of  God's  truths  (2.10,12-13);  86  but  the  spirit  of  the  world  is  associated 
with  folly  (3.18-19).  And  such  folly  is  rightly  the  result  of  the  work  of  the  `God  of  this 
age'  (see  discussion  on  2  Cor  4.4  below). 
In  1  Cor  5.5,  in  rebuking  the  Corinthians  for  doing  nothing  to  sanction  the 
person  who  committed  the  act  of  sexual  immorality,  Paul  announces  his  judgment  and 
tells  the  Corinthians  to  remove  such  a  person  by  handing  him  over  to  Satan  (,  t43 
aati(xvä)  for  the  destruction  of  the  flesh  (ci  öXeOpov  cf;  aapx6;  ).  87  In  this 
passage,  the  point  Paul  is  making  is  the  expulsion  of  the  incestuous  person  from  the 
83  Hays  1997:  45-47  notes  that  Paul  in  1  Cor  2.10-13  has  a  simple  point:  'The  hidden  wisdom  of  God 
(Christ  crucified)  is  revealed  to  us  by  the  Spirit  of  God'. 
84  Adams  2000:  116-17. 
85  Barrett  1968:  75  states  that  Paul  did  believe  in  a  `spiritual  force  opposed  to  God'.  Against  Fee 
1987:  113,  who  thinks  that  Paul  is  saying  something  about  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  Robertson-Plummer 
1911:  45  who  prefer  this  to  mean  'the  spirit  of  human  wisdom,  of  the  world  as  alienated  from  God'. 
86  Thus  Hays  1997:  45-47;  Barrett  1968:  74-76;  Fee  1987:  109-15. 
87  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  99  takes  this  to  mean  the  destruction  of  the  incestuous  person's  'sinful 
lusts'.  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  124-27  who  argues  that  Satan  'was  being  used  as  a  tool  in  the  interests  of  Christ 
and  the  church'.  Fee  1987:  208-14  has  given  probably  the  best  argument,  i.  e.  that  the  expulsion  of  the 
person  is  to  exclude  him  from  the  church,  which  is  the  sphere  of  the  Spirit,  and  to  put  the  man  under  the 
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community  of  believers.  88  The  region  into  which  the  person  is  expelled  would  be  the 
world  where  Satan  dwells  and  rules.  89  Here  Satan  is  associated  with  `destruction', 
which,  in  the  context  of  Paul's  argument  (i.  e.  the  purpose  of  such  destruction  is  that  the 
culprit  might  be  saved  eschatologically),  is  further  linked  to  `sin'  and  therefore  to  what 
is  evil.  This  is  further  seen,  for  example,  in  1  Cor  7.5,  where  Paul  advises  the  married 
couples  not  to  deprive  each  other  of  their  conjugal  rights  except  when  it  is  for  the 
purpose  of  prayer.  He  attributes  any  sexual  unfaithfulness  resulting  from  such  sexual 
abstinence  to  the  work  of  Satan.  While  the  lack  of  self-control  is  the  result  of  sexual 
abstinence,  Satan  is  depicted  as  an  evil  being  who  takes  advantage  of  a  situation  to 
`tempt'  believers  into  what  is  considered  as  `immoral'  (tidy  itopvetag,  1  Cor  7.2)  90 
Such  a  negative  depiction  of  `Satan'  is  also  seen  in  2  Cor  11.13-15,  where  Paul 
describes  the  false  apostles  as  `deceitful  workers'  (Lpythat  6öA,  tot)  who  disguise 
themselves  as  Christ's  apostles  (2  Cor  11.13).  The  false  apostles'  `deception'  is  then 
attributed  to  `Satan'  who,  says  Paul,  `disguises  himself  as  an  angel  of  light' 
(tctiaaxrjµatiigctiat  sic  ayycXov  ýcotdS,  v  14).  91  In  v  15,  Paul  puts  the  two 
Be  Furnish  1999:  50-54  argues  that  Paul's  concern  here  is  with  the  observance  of  boundaries.  Thus,  for 
Paul  the  incestuous  man  in  1  Cor  5  has  drifted  beyond  Christian  boundaries  into  the  pagan  world  and 
therefore  must  be  `numbered  among  the  outsiders'  (1999:  52).  Gundry-Volf  1990:  113-14  rightly 
observes  that  salvation  is  the  goal  of  the  punishment  here. 
89  It  is  possible  that  a  traditional  understanding  is  in  view  here,  as  seen  in  John  12.31;  16.11,  where 
Satan  seems  to  be  alluded  to  as  the  ruler  of  this  world  (dpxwv  tov  xdaµov  tioütiov).  Robertson- 
Plummer  1911:  99  take  this  to  refer  to  a  region  outside  the  commonwealth  and  covenant  where  Satan 
rules.  Barrett  1968:  126  notes  that  1  Cor  5.5  means  the  exclusion  of  the  person  from  the  sphere  of 
Christ's  work. 
90  Barrett  1968:  157  notes  that  Satan  will  tempt  the  married  partners  unsatisfied  sexually  to  express  their 
sexual  desire  in  fornication.  Fornication  is  seen  negatively  here:  an  act  of  disobedience  to  God's 
command  to  be  pure,  and  therefore  an  `evil'  act.  Thus,  Satan  is  evil.  Cf.  I  Thess  2.18,  where  Paul 
speaks  about  his  desire  to  visit  the  Thessalonians  but  is  hindered  by  Satan.  Apparently,  Paul's  desire  to 
visit  the  Thessalonians  is  so  that  he  may  strengthen  them  in  their  faith  (1  Thess  3.2-3);  the  'hindering' 
by  Satan  is  therefore  seen  as  the  work  of  the  'evil'  one  who  seeks  to  frustrate  God's  work  and  upset  the 
faith  of  the  believers,  as  he  will  say  later  that  he  fears  that  the  `tempter'  (a  reference  to  Satan)  might 
tempt  the  Thessalonians  into  giving  up  their  faith  (1  Thess  3.5). 
91  Martin  1986:  351  is  mistaken  in  singling  out  the  middle  term  ßxfjµa  and  using  its  meaning  to  refer  to 
the  transformation  as  evil.  See  Barrett  1973:  286  who  sees  the  thought  in  this  verse  as  connected  with' 
the  deception  of  Eve,  which  is  seen  also  in  I  Cor  11.3.  Thus,  Barrett  comments:  `Paul  regarded  the 
opposition  to  his  work  as  of  Satanic  origin,  that  is,  he  considered  it  to  be  directly  opposed  to  God'. 263 
together,  that  is,  the  false  apostles  and  Satan,  by  accusing  the  former  of  being  the 
`servants'  of  the  latter  (St(ixovot  a  kov),  thus  making  Satan  the  origin  of  falsehood. 
The  word  µstiaaxijµatitt  co  is  used  in  Phil  3.21  to  indicate  the  glorious  body  into 
which  the  human,  lowly  body  of  the  believer  would  be  transformed.  2  In  other  words, 
it  connotes  a  `change'  from  the  previous  appearance.  The  word  is  used  here  in  2  Cor 
11.14  to  describe  the  transformed  appearance  of  Satan,  thus  indicating  the  nature  of  the 
`deception'  of  Satan,  93  of  which  the  `change'  or  `transformation'  is  meant  to  hide  the 
true  `nature'  of  Satan. 
Apart  from  `tempting'  married  couples  into  `immorality'  and  presenting 
himself  as  an  angel  of  light,  `Satan'  is  also  described  as  a  `harasser'.  In  2  Cor  12.7, 
Paul  'seems  to  suffer  from  some  physical  ailment  which  he  attributes  to  `Satan',  but 
which  is  being  used  by  God  to  keep  him  from  becoming  too  elated  over  his  apparent 
ecstatic  experience.  And  the  antidote  to  the  physical  ailment  is  the  `grace'  of  God.  4 
Thus,  to  Paul's  mind,  `Satan'  seems  to  be  some  spiritual  being  that  does  evil,  albeit 
with  limitations  95  And  this  `evil'  is  possibly  what  he  also  has  in  mind  when  he 
describes  the  eschatological  judgement  of  God  on  every  `rule  and  every  authority  and 
power'  (Ttäaav  äpxTjv  xai  itäaav  e  ooaiav  xai  5  'vaµty,  1  Cor  15.24).  In  1 
Cor  15.25,  these  elements  are  described  as  the  `enemies'  (tiovs 
v0povs), 
96  who  will 
92  Cf.  4  Macc  9.22  where  the  eldest  of  the  Jewish  youths  who  suffer  under  the  torture  of  Antiochus  is 
described  as  being  as  though  `transformed'  (µetiaaxrlµatitý(5µsvOq)  by  fire  into  immortality. 
93  The  interesting  observation  to  be  made  here  is  that  Paul  refers  to  the  'masquerading'  in  both  instances, 
using  µc  axTIµat{l;  ety  and  tetccaxTlµatige-zat  to  refer  to  the  `false  apostles'  and  'Satan' 
respectively.  The  meaning  is  simply  'to  disguise';  see  Schneider  1971:  957-58. 
94  Martin  1986:  412-16  provides  a  full  discussion  of  Paul's  'thorn  in  the  flesh'.  Cf.  Barrett  1973:  314-16. 
95  Barrett  1973:  316'notes  that  the  'messenger  of  Satan'  was  sent  by  God.  So  Satan  is  limited  in  terms  of 
what  he  can  do,  for  God  is  in  control. 
96  Cf.  2  Cor  2.11,  where  Paul  urges  the  Corinthians  to  forgive  one  of  the  Corinthians  whom  they  have 
apparently  punished,  in  order  that  `Satan'  may  be  kept  from  taking  advantage  over  the  situation.  What 
this  situation  really  is  we  are  not  totally  certain.  What  is  certain  is  that  Paul  does  not  want  the 264 
eventually  be  `crushed'  (cf.  6...  Ocöc...  ßuvtipiwEt  r6v  aatiaväv....  Rom  16.20).  The 
above  notion  of  `evil  spirits'  and  `Satan'  seems  to  fit  the  common  understanding  of  the 
world  of  Sa1µövta.  97 
In  2  Cor  4.4,  Paul  attributes  the  spiritual  blindness  of  those  who  do  not  accept 
his  gospel  to  the  `God  of  this  age'  (b  OcdS  tiov  ai  3voq  co*cou).  The  `God  of  this 
age'  is  to  Paul  not  the  true  God,  but  Satan/devil.  98  Thus  the  work  of  the  `God  of  this 
age'  is  to  keep  people  from  seeing  the  light  of  the  gospel,  which  is  the  glory  of  Christ 
('toü  el  )(x  yyEXtou  tiffs  Sods  tioZ  Xptu  uov).  99  The  `God  of  this  age'  is  therefore 
the  antithesis  of  this  glory,  100  who,  by  his  `darkness'  has  blinded  humanity  from  the 
gospel  of  Christ.  Darkness  blinds;  thus  people  whom  the  `God  of  this  age'  has  blinded 
cannot  see  Christ's  glory.  The  above  discussion  indicates  that  Paul  uses  the  three 
categories,  `rulers  of  this  age',  the  `God  of  this  age',  and  `Satan',  interchangeably 
because  he  understands  them  to  be  the  same  spiritual  force. 
Corinthians  to  withhold  forgiveness  for  too  long  as  he  seems  to  hold  the  view  that  it  could  serve  as  an 
opportunity  for  Satan,  who  has  his  own  'designs'  (td  vorjµatia). 
97  In  Origen's  Contra  Celsum,  Celcus  asks  a  question  which  might  reflect  the  position  of  the  `strong':  `If 
these  idols  are  nothing,  what  harm  will  there  be  in  taking  part  in  the  feast?  '  (8.24).  Origen's  response  is 
that  idol-meat  is  sacrificed  to  demons  and  that  anyone  eating  it  becomes  a  partaker  of  demons  (8.30). 
While  Celsus  argues  that  there  are  many  `demons'  from  whom  one  receives  all  the  natural  endowments 
such  as  air,  food,  water,  and  the  like,  Origen's  tactic  is  to  cast  demons  in  a  wholly  negative  light.  Paul 
seems  to  do  the  same,  that  is,  to  paint  idols  in  a  negative  light  to  show  that  they  are  evil  spirits  that  in 
fact  cause  the  `strong'  to  breach  the  covenant  of  Christ.  See  Cheung  1999:  229-32,267-71.  Cf.  Epistle 
of  Barnabas  16.7;  Tertullian,  De  Spectaculis  13;  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Paedogogus  2.1.8-10.  See 
Cheung  (1999)  who  discusses  in  whole  or  in  part  the  above  early  Christian  authors. 
98  Young  and  Ford  1987:  115-18  have  interpreted  this  as  a  reference  to  God  who  blinds  the  minds  of  the 
unbelievers.  However,  the  context  of  2  Cor  4  indicates  otherwise,  and  scholarly  opinion  favours  the 
interpretation  that  the  `God  of  this  age'  is  a  reference  to  Satan,  or  devil  (see  Plummer  1915:  114-15, 
Hering  1967:  30,  Barrett  1973:  130,  Martin  1986:  78-79,  Thrall  1994:  305-8  and  Witherington  III 
1995:  386). 
99  Segal  1990:  60-62  notes  that  Paul's  prophetic  calling  is  to  proclaim  the  face  of  Christ  which  is  the 
glory  of  God.  He  further  argues  that  Christ  is  identified  with  God  at  the  believer's  baptism  (based  on  his 
[Segal's]  understanding  of  Phil  2.6-11).  This  way  of  looking  at  Christ's  glory  strengthens  the  idea  that 
the  work  of  the  'God  of  this  age'  is  to  thwart  the  work  of  proclaiming  the  gospel  of  salvation. 
10°  Cf.  2  Cor  6.14-7.1,  where  a  series  of  parallelism  is  set  out:  righteousness  and  iniquity;  Christ  and 
Belial;  believer  and  unbeliever;  the  temple  of  God  and  idols;  by  which  Paul  seeks  to  argue  for  a 
community  of  believers  that  are  separated  from  the  world,  that  is,  not  to  become  `partners'  with 
unbelievers.  Cf.  Barrett  1973:  130-32  who  persuasively  argues  that  this  is  a  bold  reference  to 
devil/Satan. 265 
The  above  understanding  seems  to  be  the  most  explicit  in  1  Cor  8.5.  The  verse 
is  read,  Kai'  ydp  £Lmep  £''t  iv  %,  £'Yoýtcvot  e£Ot  £L-G£  EV  o  pav  £L  L£  C?  LL  y  fig, 
c6aluEp  E'L6iv  OeOt  ?  Lo?  Xol  Kati  is  ptot  1LoUot'.  Two  points  may  be  noted  here. 
First,  from  Paul's  statement,  it  is  clear  that  he  understands  the  entire  cosmos  as 
comprising  two  realms,  namely,  the  realm  of  heaven  which  is  the  realm  of  the  spirits, 
and  the  realm  of  the  earth,  which  is  the  physical  world.  101  Second,  the  statement  of 
Paul  suggests  that  he  understands  that  there  are  `Gods'  and  'lords'.  102  Willis  maintains 
that  8.4-6  sets  forth  the  Corinthians'  defence  while  v  5b,  cöaitcp  eint  v  Ocoi.  itoXXo' 
Kcd  xvptot,  is  Paul's  own  qualification.  103  Thus,  from  these  two  points,  it  is  not 
unreasonable  to  make  the  following  observations.  Paul's  concept  of  the  spiritual  realm 
is  that  there  are  `Gods'  and  `lords'  who  are  in  fact  `rulers  of  this  age',  spirits  which  are 
diametrically  opposed  to  the  true  God.  The  realm  in  which  these  `spirits'  dwell  is 
101  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  142-43  who  interprets  `in  heaven  and  on  earth'  as  being  within  creation.  Fee 
1987:  372-73  maintains  that  Paul  does  not  think  the  `Gods'  exist  objectively  but  subjectively,  i.  e.  in  the 
sense  that  they  are  believed  in  by  those  who  worship  them.  He  bases  his  argument  on  Paul's  use  of  the 
word  Xeyö  tEvot  'so-called':  'They  are  "so-called"  because  they  do  not  have  existence  in  the  form  their 
worshippers  believe  them  to  have'.  However,  this  makes  light  of  I  Cor  8.5b  where  Paul  explicitly  says 
there  are  many  Gods  and  many  lords.  Cf.  Gal  4.8  where  Paul  seems  to  believe  in  the  reality  of  the  Gods 
which  he  refers  to  as  `beings'.  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  192-94,236-38  who  ably  argues  that  Paul  does  not 
think  that  the  `beings'  are  the  true  God  but  demons  which  are  subordinate  and  yet  powerful.  Similarly 
Robertson-Plummer  1911:  167.  Cf.  1  Cor  10.20f;  see  below  for  further  discussion.  Thus  Adams 
2000:  140-43  is  right  in  observing  that  the  `strong'  probably  understand  KdaµoS  according  to  standard 
Greek  usage:  order,  unity,  beauty,  and  such  like,  and  therefore  are  able  to  find  legitimation  for  their 
idolatrous  behaviour  since  only  God  is  good  and  so  is  his  world.  But  Paul  disagrees  with  such  an 
understanding  and  believes  that  there  are  real  spiritual  powers.  For  a  thorough  treatment  of  xdßµoS  in 
its  linguistic  and  historical  backgrounds,  see  Adams  2000:  41-77. 
102  There  is  unlikely  any  distinction  between  `Gods'  and  'lords'  intended  here.  See  Robertson-Plummer 
1911:  167  who  do  not  see  any  distinction  between  `Gods'  and  `lords';  Barrett  1968:  192  notes  that  the  use 
of  'Gods'  and  'lords'  is  in  view  of  the  double  statement  which  follows  about  God  the  Father  and  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ;  Conzelmann  1975:  143  cautions  against  taking  the  distinction  too  strictly.  Fee 
1987:  373  and  Hays  1997:  139  take  the  `Gods'  to  be  the  traditional  Graeco-Roman  deities  while  'lords'  to 
be  the  figures  venerated  in  mystery  cults.  In  view  of  Paul's  emphasis  that  what  the  pagans  worship  are 
not  Gods,  it  seems  that  Conzelmann's  caution  is  worth  our  attention.  See  also  Klauck  2000:  28-29  for  a 
discussion  on  the  Gods. 
103  Willis  1985a:  86. 266 
denoted  by  the  word  oüpavöS,  which  refers  to  a  realm  that  is  above  the  earth.  104 
However,  these  `spirits'  are  represented  on  earth  through  physical  objects  erected  by 
human  beings,  105  even  though  God  rules  the  heavens  and  the  earth.  Thus,  when  Paul 
says  that  the  sacrifices  pagans  make  to  idols,  they  in  fact  make  to  `demons'  and  not  to 
God,  he  is  most  probably  referring  to  the  `evil  spirits'  which  the  idols  represent. 
Thus,  while  Paul  agrees  with  the  `strong'  that  idols  are  physically  nothing,  he  does  not 
agree  with  their  conclusion  that  they  can  therefore  freely  eat  idol-meat. 
6.5  Paul's  use  of  et&coXa0°6 
Although  the  term  d5cokov  is  rarely  used  as  a  reference  to  the  image  of  a 
divine  person  or  being  by  the  Greeks,  its  meaning  as  `phantom',  `image',  `form'  or 
'shadowi107  could  have  constituted  part  of  the  conception  among  Jews.  Philo,  for 
104  In  TDNT5.497ff,  we  have  the  Greek  basic  idea  of  of  pxxvk  with  a  double  reference.  This  double 
reference  is  to  heaven  as  the  firmament,  i.  e.  the  arch  of  heaven  over  the  earth.  At  the  same  time,  it 
encompasses  all  things  in  an  absolute  sense.  In  LXX,  the  usage  is  meant  to  add  vividness  to  what  the 
text  is  saying,  to  make  what  is  `above'  more  concrete,  and  to  express  the  transcendence  of  God. 
Although  there  seems  to  be  a  plurality  of  heavens  in  Judaism,  the  concept  has  never  been  separated  from 
the  concept  of  a  realm  above  the  physical  earth,  except  in  some  quarters  of  Hellenistic  Judaism  (e.  g. 
Enoch  71.5-10).  But  in  the  NT,  its  use  with  the  earth  (yt)  often  comes  from  the  OT  and  corresponds  to 
the  LXX.  Traub  (TDNT  5.518)  argues  that  the  concept  in  Pauline  usage  means  that  the  saving  event  in 
Jesus  Christ  results  in  God's  rule  over  all,  i.  e.  heaven  and  earth.  Cf.  Rom  8.38-39. 
105  Dio  Chrysostom's  mouthpiece  Pheidias  gives  a  vivid  picture  of  how  humans  yearned  for  the  Gods 
like  children  who  had  been  separated  from  their  parents  yearned  for  the  latter  (see  Dio  Chrysostom  Or 
600.  This  shows  how  humans  came  to  venerate  the  Gods  through  worshipping  the  idols,  which  further 
indicates  that  the  idols  only  serve  to  represent  the  Gods.  Thus  Klauck  2000:  27  correctly  concludes  that 
the  God  is  never  absorbed  into  his  image,  nor  is  he  fully  identical  to  it. 
106  In  this  section,  I  will  confine  myself  to  Paul's  view  of  Et&w?.  ov  without  looking  at  the  use  of  the 
term  in  the  LXX,  as  I  have  already  demonstrated  in  chapter  two  the  definitions  and  patterns  of  idolatry 
in  the  LXX.  Here,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  the  term  is  used  in  the  LXX  to  translate  as  many  as 
eighteen  Hebrew  words  that  refer  to  different  forms  of  idolatry  and  idols  (this  does  not  include  other 
LXX  texts  outside  of  the  Hebrew  Bible).  These  terms  are  5ýt,  t5ýt,  ASK,  5ý5ýt,  r  rýý,  `,  r  z,  r5159,53ri, 
nYSptj,  ZYS1,  zww,  wD  '9m,  50m,  052,  '11170,  'ipJ,  oIp'In  (taken  from  Hatch  and  Redpath  1998:  376; 
see  Btlchsel  1964:  377).  Although  Newton  1998:  128-31  has  carried  out  a  very  helpful  survey  of  the 
term's  pre-Christian  usage,  he  rightly  observes  that  the  use  of  the  term  as  a  reference  to  divinity  is  rare 
(130,131).  The  use  of  the  term  in  the  LXX  seems  overwhelmingly  negative  in  all  the  cases  when  the 
term  is  used. 
107  BAGD  221. 267 
example,  uses  Eiöco%ov  to  refer  to  what  is  unreal  or  deceptive.  108  The  Jewish  usage  of 
the  term  is  primarily  pejorative,  as  demonstrated  in  chapters  two  and  three.  109 
In  chapter  three,  we  have  demonstrated  the  hostile  attitude  of  Diaspora  Jews 
towards  idolatry  and  their  negative  description  of  idols.  The  idols  are  all  viewed  as 
mere  blocks  of  wood,  stupid  and  dumb,  which  constitute  nothing.  We  have  also 
demonstrated  how  such  attitude  fits  our,  definitions  of  idolatry  in  chapter  two.  While 
we  have  seen  Jewish  parallels  to  the  `strong',  as  seen  in  chapter  four  above,  how  does 
Paul's  position  compare  with  the  Jewish  attitudes  in  the  Diaspora?  This  question  will 
require  us  to  look  into  Paul's  view  of  idols. 
There  are  seven  occurrences  of  the  term  in  the  undisputed  letters.  Out  of  these, 
it  is  found  once  in  Romans,  once  in  2  Cor,  once  in  1  Thess,  and  the  rest  in  1  Cor.  Of 
those  found  in  1  Cor  three  are  in  the  section  which  concerns  us,  that  is,  1  Cor  8-10.  It 
is  worth  looking  at  these  uses. 
Rom  2.22  consists  of  two  questions  which  are  among  a  series  Paul  poses  to 
Jews  concerning  the  law.  '  10  And  in  this  verse,  Paul's  second  question  implies  that  the 
Jews  abhor  idols  (b  158Xvaa6µevos  'cE  5coka  iepoavA,  Eis,  `does  the  one  who 
abhors  idols  rob  the  temples?  '  v  22b).  '  11  The  word  (35eXvaaeaOat,  of  which  the 
only  other  occurrence  in  the  NT  is  in  Rev  21.8,  carries  the  meaning  of  not  only 
108  E.  g.  Con!  69,71,74;  Prob  146;  Praem  19. 
t09  See  Btlchsel  1964:  377-78  who  observes  that  the  pagan  Greeks  'have  no  comprehensive  expression 
for  what  the  Jews  call  E%Scw%ov.  The  language  of  the  LXX  is  biblical  or  Jewish  Greek  in  this  respect. 
Jewish  religion  has  coined  a  new  expression  out  of  an  existing  term'  (377). 
,q 
Kai  : Licavaivaüp  vdµw  110  This  is  particularly  explicit  in  v  17:  E!  &  av  '  Iovöaios  enovoµo'cýj 
Kai  xau  aat  v  hew  (but  if  you  call  yourself  a  Jew  and  rely  on  the  law  and  boast  in  God);  and  v 
24  where  Isa  52.5  is  quoted  as  saying  that  the  name  of  God  is  being  blasphemed  among  the  Gentiles 
`because  of  you'  (Si  b  tä  ). 
111  We  have  already  seen  such  Jewish  attitude  in  chapter  three  above.  However,  Barrett's  (1991:  54) 
statement  that  `the  Jew  regards  an  idol  with  horror  because  it  claims  a  devotion  to  which  only  the  true 
God  is  entitled'  is  too  simplistic,  as  we  have  shown  in  chapter  four  that  Jews  may  not  always  view  an 
idol  with  horror.  And  as  the  `strong'  also  demonstrate,  idols  are  not  always  viewed  with  horror. 268 
`abhorring'  but  also  `detesting'  something  that  is  `abominable'.  112  The  word  has  also 
been  found  in  a  papyrus  which  is  used  to  refer  to  hatred  for  the  Jews  (CPJ  I,  no.  141). 
Paul's  use  of  the  word  to  describe  the  Jews'  `abhorrence'  of  idols  reflects  the  Jews' 
attitude,  and  certainly  his  approval  of  this  attitude.  But  his  question  whether  these 
same  Jews  who  abhor  idols  steal  from  the  temples  suggests  that  he  equates  the 
`condemnable-ness'  of  the  Jews  with  that  of  the  idols.  And  it  indicates  not  only  his 
own  view  of  those  who  steal  from  temples,  but  also  his  view  of  `idols'.  Cranfield 
posits  that  Paul  is  suggesting  the  Jew  who  is  `confident  of  his  purity  from  idolatry  is  as 
a  matter  of  fact  not  free  from  its  taint',  113  and  that  Paul  is  here  arguing  against  those 
Jews  who  make  use  of  stolen  articles  from  idol-shrines  because  they  think  there  is  no 
longer  idolatry  in  Israel.  '  14  Paul's  condemnation  of  these  Jews  and  his  use  of  the  word 
055M5ß  eaOat  indicate,  therefore,  a  pejorative  attitude  towards  the  idols.  115 
Although  this  is  not  altogether  explicit,  Paul's  use  of  it  in  1  Thess  1.9  might  help  shed 
light  on  this  possibility. 
In  1  Thess  1.9,  Paul  simply  states  that  the  Thessalonians  have  turned  to  God 
from  idols  (ýneatipýWa'tc  itp6q  tiöv  6Edv  dito  tiwv  F,!  5c6%cov)  to  serve  a  `living 
and  true  God'  (6E w  ýwvtit  xai  ä%ý6ivw).  116  While  nothing  is  said  about  the 
112  BAGD  138.  Cf.  Josephus,  Bell  6.172;  Ant  14.45.  Moo  1996:  163,  n32  suggests  that  this  word,  i.  e. 
ß&  XtSaßEaOat  is  used  in  the  LXX  with  reference  to  idols.  Cranfield  1976:  169,  n4,  however,  rightly 
cautions  against  such  a  notion.  Dunn  1988:  114  brings  our  attention  to  the  fact  that  3ö  X.  uyµa  which 
means  `abomination'  is  often  a  reference  to  idolatry;  see  e.  g.  Isa  2.8,20;  Dan  11.31. 
113  Cranfield  1975:  169. 
114  As  illustrated  in  Strack-Billerbeck  3.111-13,  cited  in  Cranfield  1975:  169;  see  also  his  n5. 
1  1S  Cf.  Josephus,  Ant  4.207b.  Philo,  Conf  163,  equates  theft,  adultery,  and  robbing  temples.  See  chapter 
three  3.3  and  3.4  on  Philo  and  Josephus,  respectively. 
116  Best  1972:  85-87  is  of  the  view  that  I  Thess  1.9b,  10  contain  a  pre-Pauline  statement  of  the  church's 
faith,  on  the  basis  that  several  words  are  used  which  either  are  not  normally  used  or  are  used  in  an 
unusual  way.  For  example,  he  finds  the  words  `turned',  `real',  `to  serve'  (in  relation  to  God  rather  than 
Jesus),  `out  of  heaven',  `wait'  (ävaj.  u  vcty,  which  is  quite  different  from  3*  ea0at  elsewhere),  the 
use  of  the  article  in  the  formula  `raised  from  the  dead'  which  he  omits  elsewhere  (he  does  not  provide 
the  references),  the  lack  of  the  use  of  the  word  'deliver'  elsewhere  in  an  eschatological  context  (he 
always  uses  aoSl;  etv).  The  only  word  that  Best  thinks  is  a  favourite  Pauline  term  is  the  word  `idol'. 269 
`idols',  the  description  of  the  Thessalonians'  `turning',  involving  the  two  words,  irp6q 
and  tht6,1  7  and  of  God  as  `living  and  true',  shows  that  the  `idols'  are  `non-living  and 
untrue'.  Thus,  Best  is  right  in  saying  that  `(I)n  contradistinction  to  false  and  non- 
existent  idols,  God  is  described  as  real  and  living'  (emphasis  original).  '  18  The  reverse 
is  true;  that  is,  in  saying  that  they  have  turned  to  the  `living  and  true'  God,  Paul  is 
saying  that  the  idols  are  neither  `living'  nor  `true'.  '  19  What  it  means,  therefore,  is  that 
the  idols  have  no  life;  and  what  has  no  life  cannot  produce  truth.  Any  claim  about  the 
truth  that  purportedly  comes  from  the  idols  is  therefore  falsehood.  Thus,  Paul's 
positive  commendation  of  the  Thessalonians  indicates  his  negative  attitude  towards 
idols.  This  idea  is  also  reflected  in  2  Cor  6.16,  where  Paul  juxtaposes  the  temple  of 
God  and  the  idols  and  asks  what  the  former  has  to  do  with  the  latter.  120  Plummer  does 
not  think  that  Paul  has  in  mind  the  opposition  between  God's  temple  and  the  idols' 
temple;  rather  it  is  between  God's  temple,  in  which  not  even  the  image  of  God  is 
allowed  to  be  set  up,  and  the  images  of  false  gods.  121  The  point  of  this  comparison  is 
the  term  auyKcc  tccOEats,  which,  though  it  is  not  found  elsewhere  in  the  New 
Testament,  is  found  in  Hellenistic  writers  such  as  Philo  (E.  g.  Post  175;  Mos  2.228). 
Further,  Best  argues  that  Paul  always  makes  the  cross  the  content  of  the  Christian  faith,  but  does  not 
even  refer  to  the  death  of  Jesus  here.  Bruce  1982:  17-18  holds  the  same  view. 
11'  Blass-Debrunner  §239  and  §  180  respectively.  The  combined  use  of  itp6;  and  ähtd  is  significant  in 
that  an  antithesis  is  not  only  made  very  clear  but  also  forceful. 
i's  Best  1972:  82. 
119  Thus  Frame  1912:  87  refers  to  them  as  dead  and  false,  'not  being  what  they  purport  to  be'. 
120  Martin  1986:  201  says  that  Paul  sees  idolatry  as  suggesting  'the  element  of  the  licentious  and  immoral 
behaviour  that  accompanied  the  sin  of  worshipping  false  deities'.  Whether  of  not  Paul  has  in  mind  a 
temple  of  idols  is  not  clear.  In  the  first-century  Graeco-Roman  world  there  certainly  were  many  pagan 
temples.  But  Martin's  (1986:  201-2)  point  is  valid  that  Paul  has  applied  the  concept  of  the  physical 
Temple  in  Jerusalem  to  the  understanding  of  the  believers  as  the  spiritual  temple  of  God.  Thus,  'the 
introduction  of  an  "idol"  causes  the  temple  to  be  defiled  and  so  rendered  unworthy  of  God'  (202). 
121  Plummer  1915:  208.  Could  this  be  an  allusion  to  2  Kgs  21.7  and  23.6  where  Manasseh  had  put  a 
graven  image  of  Ashera  in  the  temple  of  the  Lord,  which  Josiah  later  removed  and  burnt?  There  is  no 
evidence  to  suggest  that  Paul  is  alluding  to  this  particular  event.  However,  he  certainly  has  in  mind  the 
believers'  status  as  God's  people  and  possibly  their  association  with  or  participation  in  idolatry. 
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And  it  means  `union',  `agreement'.  122  The  reason  Paul  sets  out  for  making  this  point  is 
that  they,  that  is,  the  believers  (including  Paul  himself)  are  the  temple  of  the  `living 
God'  (Ocov...  ýCOV  Uos),  '23  suggesting  again  that  idols  are  non-living  things.  Hence, 
there  can  be  no  auyxatiäWEatq  between  the  two. 
In  the  occurrences  of  the  term  in  1  Cor,  Paul  seems  to  view  idols  as  nothing.  In 
1  Cor  8.4,  he  agrees  with  the  Corinthians'  knowledge  that  `an  idol  has  no  significance 
in  the  world'  (see  above  section  6.3  on  the  yvwßt;  of  the  `strong');  and  in  12.2,  he 
tells  the  Corinthians  that  they  were  formerly  led  astray  by  `dumb  idols'  ('td  Et&w,  %a, 
td  d4wv(X).  124  These  statements  of  Paul  all  clearly  show  that  he  views  idols  as 
nothing,  dumb  and  dead.  Paul  therefore  holds  similar  views  of  idols  as  the  Jewish 
authors  we  have  discussed  in  chapter  three.  The  only  place  where  he  might  possibly 
suggest  there  is  more  to  idols  than  what  has  been  hitherto  known  is  1  Cor  10.19,  Ti 
0  üv  #[d;  ö'ct  Et5co%60  tov  'LL  t6'Ll,  v  ý  ött  c&  oXov  ti  ec  nv;  ('What  then  do 
I  imply?  That  idol  meat  is  anything,  or  that  an  idol  is  anything?  ').  However,  v  20 
shows  that  Paul's  view  of  idols  remains  unchanged,  that  is,  idols  are  nothing.  And  it  is 
in  v  20  that  Paul  explicitly  disagrees  with  the  `strong'  over  what  such  knowledge 
entails,  by  arguing  that  there  is  a  difference  between  idols  and  the  actual  object  of  the 
pagan  sacrifices.  This  understanding  of  the  subtle  distinction  that  Paul  is  making 
122  BAGD  773. 
123  Although  there  is  a  textual  variant  here  over  the  words  8µE1;  and  vocdS,  it  is  the  word  ýwvtiog  that 
is  more  relevant  here. 
124  Thiselton  2000:  911-12  ably  defends  a  translation  of  `you  used  to  be  carried  away  to  idols  that  were 
incapable  of  speech'.  Similarly,  Fee  1987:  576-77.  This  is  similar  to  I  Thess  1.9.  See,  however,  the 
implausible  idea  of  Conzelmann  1975:  205,  and  also  his  n13,  that  this  could  mean  `demons'.  See  also 
Robertson-Plummer  1911:  259-60  and  Barrett  1968:  278-79  who  argue  that  with  regard  to  the  idols 
Paul's  point  is  they  are  dumb  and  have  no  answers  to  questions. 271 
between  Satµdvta  and  d5CO 
,a  can  be  further  seen  in  Paul's  understanding  of  the 
Gods  and  lords  in  heaven  and  on  earth  and  his  use  of  the  Deuteronomy  passage.  125 
6.6  The  distinction  between  Et&  oXa  and  8atµ.  övta  in  Paul 
The  above  discussion  indicates  that  Paul's  view  of  idols  follows  the  traditional 
Jewish  attitude  as  seen  in  chapter  three,  which  is  basically  hostile  on  the  grounds  that 
idols  are  physically  worthless,  dumb,  and  lifeless,  and  the  worship  of  idols  is  a 
violation  of  the  first  two  commandments  and  therefore  a  breach  of  the  covenant  with 
God.  Paul  and  the  `strong'  may  agree  share  the  same  opinion  but  differ  over  how  they 
should  apply  this  knowledge.  For  the  `strong',  it  means  they  could  do  what  they  liked 
because  idols  were  nothing.  For  Paul,  because  idols  are  nothing,  one  must  not  have 
anything  to  do  with  them. 
We  have  also  raised  the  possibility  that  Paul  may  have  understood  that  there  is 
more  to  idols  than  their  physical  meaninglessness.  Our  discussion  of  the  various 
passages  in  1  Cor  and  other  Pauline  letters  indicates  that  Paul  believes  there  are  evil 
spirits  behind  the  idols  the  pagans  worship.  But  for  Paul,  there  seems  to  be  a 
distinction  between  Eiöu5A,  a,  which  are  nothing,  and  Satµdvta,  which  are  real 
spiritual  forces  represented  by  the  idols.  In  section  6.4  above,  we  have  seen  that  Paul 
is  fully  aware  of  the  many  Gods  and  many  lords,  both  in  heaven  and  on  earth;  and  that 
Paul  most  likely  understands  these  Gods  and  lords  as  the  evil  spirits  to  whom  the 
pagans  offer  their  sacrifices.  The  reference  to  many  Gods  and  many  lords  Litt  yf  g 
(and  ev  ovpavw)  indicates  that  Paul  is  fully  aware  of  the  plurality  of  pagan  Gods  in 
125  Cf.  Ep  Jer,  whose  author  encourages  the  Jews  not  to  fear  the  pagan  idols  because  they  are  no  gods,  by 
pouring  scorn  on  the  pagan  idols.  Throughout,  the  refrain  that  the  pagan  idols  are  no  gods  (ovx  etai 
68oi)  is  repeatedly  emphasised  (vv  16,23,29,49,51,56,65,69,72).  The  author  seems  to  draw  a 
distinction  between  the  idols,  which  he  scornfully  ridicules,  and  the  `Gods'  of  whom  the  exiled  Israelites 
might  be  fearful.  The  author's  point  in  the  letter,  therefore,  seems  to  be  to  allay  the  fear  among  the 
people  by  exposing  the  idols  of  Babylon  as  ovx  eia.  OF-o{.  In  other  words,  there  is  the  implication  that 
there  are  `Gods'  in  the  world.  And  this  could  well  be  a  parallel  to  Paul's  statement  in  I  Cor  8.5  that 
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the  Graeco-Roman  world,  and  particularly  in  the  city  of  Corinth.  Among  these  pagan 
Gods  are  cults  with  shrines  and  temples  built  in  their  name.  For  example,  the  shrine  of 
Athena  (Minerva);  the  shrine  of  Hera  (Juno)  near  the  Fountain  of  Glauke;  various 
sanctuaries  of  Apollo  (including  the  Peribolos  of  Apollo  and  the  Temple  of  Apollo); 
the  temple  of  Aphrodite-Tyche  (Venus-Fortune);  a  temple  of  All  the  Gods;  a  temple  of 
Heracles;  a  temple  of  Poseidon;  the  sanctuary  of  Asklepios  and  Aphrodite  and  the 
like.  126  Sawyer  observes  that  on  the  ascent  to  the  Acrocorinth,  there  were  many  small 
temples  of  foreign  cults,  such  as  the  Egyptian  Isis  and  Sarapis.  127  Could  Paul  have 
made  a  distinction  between  the  idols  of  these  Gods  and  the  `spirits'  behind  them?  128 
We  now  turn  to  look  at  Paul's  quotation  of  the  Deuteronomy  passage,  which  will  shed 
more  light  on  this. 
Paul's  use  of  the  Deuteronomy  passage  and  the  original  passage  in  the  LXX 
bear  little  difference  except  that,  in  his  use  of  the  LXX  passage  he  contemporises  the 
Israelites  of  Deut  32  and  applies  the  sense  to  the  pagans  of  the  Graeco-Roman  world  of 
the  Corinthians.  129  In  Deut  32.17,  as  we  have  seen  in  chapter  3  above,  the  Israelites 
probably  thought  they  were  worshipping  the  true  God.  And  if  Deut  32  is  a  reference  to 
the  golden  calf  incident,  then  the  possibility  of  this  idea  that  the  Israelites  thought  they 
were  worshipping  the  true  God  is  further  strengthened.  Scholars  continue  to  disagree 
over  what  ov  OF,  ( 3  means.  Does  it  mean  `to  a  no-god',  as  Robertson-Plummer  have 
126  Pausanias,  in  his  description  of  Corinth  (2.2.6-2.5.4),  provides  a  very  helpful  list  of  Gods  and 
Goddesses,  which  sheds  light  on  the  religiously  pluralistic  environment  of  the  Corinthian  church.  See 
also  Sawyer  1968:  76-77.  See  Newton  1998:  91-114  for  an  updated  discussion  of  the  archaeological 
evidence  for  the  Corinthian  cults. 
127  Pausanias  2.4.6.  Sawyer  1968:  77.  See  Gooch  1993:  2-5  for  his  discussion  on  the  archaeological 
findings  on  Demeter  and  Kore. 
128  Cf.  Fee  1987:  473  where  he  takes  the  view  that  these  Gods  such  as  Sarapis  and  Isis  are  'demons'. 
129  In  Deut  32.17,  it  is  part  of  the  Song  of  Moses  in  which  Moses  is  recorded  to  recount  the  idolatrous 
acts  of  the  Israelites  in  worshipping  other  Gods  and  strange  Gods,  whom  their  ancestors  never 
worshipped.  In  I  Cor  10.20,  Paul  uses  this  to  apply  to  the  pagans,  since  the  idols  represent  the  pagan 
Gods,  and  since  it  is  the  pagan  temples  which  the  Corinthian  'strong'  visit  and  where  they  eat  idol-meat. 
This  does  modify  the  LXX  text  of  Deut  32.17.  However,  such  an  application  also  suggests  that  Paul 
retains  the  meaning  of  the  term  8atµ6vta. 273 
argued,  130  or  `not  to  a  God',  as  Grosheide  has  so  posited,  131  or  `not  to  God',  '32  which 
NIV,  RSV  and  NRSV  render,  or  `to  that  which  is  not  God',  as  REB  translates  it?  Or  is 
it  to  be  rendered  `to  demons  who  are  not  God'  according  to  NJB?  The  way  to  resolve 
this  exegetical  difficulty  is  by  looking  at  the  meaning  of  each  rendering  and  comparing 
it  with  the  most  probable  meaning  which  the  context  of  1  Cor  10.14-22  allows. 
Robertson-Plummer's  rendering,  `no-god',  is  made  to  appear  like  a  noun  that 
refers  to  an  object  of  the  sacrifices  but  denies  it  has  any  divinity.  REB's  rendering 
appears  similar  to  that  of  Robertson-Plummer.  133  Both  of  these  renderings  would 
almost  equate  the  object  as  a  mere  ct&&,  ov,  which  neither  the  context  of  Deut  32.17 
nor  that  of  1  Cor  10.14-22  allows,  as  the  use  of  the  term  Satµdvia  suggests  more  is 
meant.  134  Grosheide's  rendering  seems  more  a  statement  that  recognises  the  existence 
of  `a  God',  i.  e.  a  divinity,  but  denies  the  sacrifices  are  to  him.  Such  a  rendering  has  the 
potential  of  confusion  over  the  distinction  between  `a  God'  and  `demons'.  NJB's 
translation,  unfortunately,  is  right  in  what  it  says  but  wrong  in  what  it  does  not  say. 
`Demons'  are  indeed  not  God;  and  the  sacrifices  are  indeed  made  to  them,  as  Paul 
clearly  argues.  But  the  idea  of  ov  OE6  is  not  brought  out  at  all. 
130  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  216  have  based  their  position  on  Deut  32.21  which,  in  the  LXX,  reads 
ahoi  itapett'jxwadv  µE  6t  ob  6cciw...  Kdya6  7tap  Cil%c5aco  avtiovS  bf  oüx  Met  ('they 
have  made  me  jealous  with  a  no-god...  and  I  will  make  them  jealous  with  a  no-people'). 
131  Grosheide  1953:  235  thinks  that  the  oü  OEOS  refers  to  `not  to  a  God'  on  the  basis  that  Gentiles  did  not 
bring  their  sacrifices  to  the  true  God.  However,  Gentiles  would  not  agree;  and  the  Corinthians  might 
still  think  that  the  pagan  sacrifices  were  meant  for  the  true  God,  as  it  is  entirely  possible  that  the 
believers  themselves  have  thought  otherwise  about  the  Gods  of  the  pagans. 
132  This  makes  the  assumption  that  the  worshippers  and  those  who  witness  their  worship  think  the 
sacrifices  are  meant  for  the  true  God.  The  rendering  is  therefore  meant  to  contrast  between  `demons' 
and  the  true  God. 
1"  Although  REB's  rendering  seems  similar  to  that  of  NJB's,  the  former  emphasises  the  fact  that  the 
object  is  not  God,  while  the  latter  emphasises  that  the  objects  of  the  sacrifices  are  demons  with  a 
qualification  that  they  are  not  God. 
134  Even  if  the  Deut  32.17  can  be  shown  to  mean  no  more  than  mere  `to  a  no-God',  Paul's  idea  of 
6atµ6vta  would  suggest  that  he  has  injected  a  new  idea  into  an  OT  concept.  Conzelmann  1975:  172 
believes  that  Paul  is  here  contradicting  himself:  the  `Gods'  are  non-existent,  but  yet  Paul  regards  them 
as  real,  that  is,  demons.  But  see  Barrett  1968:  237  who  thinks  that  Paul  does  not  believe  the  idols  are 
anything  in  the  world,  but  still  believes  in  the  `reality  of  an  unseen  spirit-world'. 274 
The  context  of  1  Cor  10.14-22,  particularly  Paul's  contrast  of  the  table  of 
Satµövta  with  the  table  of  the  Lord,  suggests  the  rendering  `not  to  God'  to  be  more 
likely,  of  which  the  `God'  is  a  reference  to  the  true  God.  135  This  is  particularly  clear  in 
w  21-22,  where  Paul  argues  that  the  `strong'  cannot  be  partners  of  `demons'  and  the 
Lord  at  the  same  time.  Further,  if  the  `strong'  think  that  the  object  of  the  pagans' 
sacrifice  is  the  true  God,  a  point  already  made  earlier,  hence  their  free  and 
accommodating  attitude  towards  pagan  temples  and  idol-meat,  then  it  is  not  surprising 
that  Paul  should  press  the  point  that  the  object  of  the  pagan  sacrifices  is  `not  to  God'. 
Such  an  attitude  is  not  without  parallels.  In  chapter  four  above  we  have  seen  the 
parallels  of  such  an  identification  of  the  true  God  with  other  Gods  in  Letter  ofAristeas 
as  well  as  the  conceptual  overlap  in  both  Jewish  and  pagan  uses  of  Theos  Hypsistos 
revealed  by  inscriptional  sources.  Paul's  statement  could  well  be  meant  to  draw  out 
the  distinction  between  the  true  God  and  the  dead  and  dumb  idols  which  represent  the 
Satµdvta.  And  in  1  Cor  10.14,  Paul  continues  his  warning  to  the  `strong'  to  `flee 
from  idolatry'  (#EVyetic  dicd  tiffs  c  c.  oXo%atipiaS),  after  his  explication  of  the 
danger  of  idolatry.  This  is  followed  by  the  juxtaposition  of  the  table  of  the  Lord  and 
the  table  of  5mg6vta.  For  Paul,  the  table  of  the  Lord  represents  the  Christian 
tradition  which  recalls  the  suffering  of  Christ  for  the  believers  (cf.  1  Cor  8.1  1).  136 
Therefore,  drinking  the  cup  and  eating  the  bread  at  the  Lord's  table  is  a  `sharing' 
135  Pace  Fee  1987:  472,  n47  who  finds  `not  to  God'  irrelevant  as  he  argues  that  Paul  does  not  intend  to 
say  that  pagans  are  not  sacrificing  to  God.  Thus,  Fee  takes  this  to  mean  `not  to  a  God'  or  `to  demons, 
even  to  one  who  is  no-god'.  However,  Fee's  idea  of  Paul's  intention  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
Corinthians  have  a  neatly  thought  out  conception  of  God.  If  the  `strong'  were  to  think  otherwise,  i.  e. 
that  the  pagans  also  worship  the  true  God  but  by  another  name  (just  as  pseudo-Aristeas  shows  us),  then 
Paul  would  more  likely  be  saying  to  the  `strong'  that  they  are  mistaken  and  that  the  pagans  in  fact 
sacrifice  to  `demons'  and  not  to  God. 
136  See  Mitchell  1991:  254-56  who  argues  that  Paul  is  appealing  to  cultic  ties  to  unite  (or  reconcile)  the 
divided  Corinthians  again. 275 
(xotvcovta,  1  Cor  10.16)  in  Christ's  blood  and  body,  that  is,  his  suffering.  137  Von 
Soden  has  theorised  that  the  `strong'  (whom  he  refers  to  as  Corinthian  Gnostics)  have 
the  misconception  that  their  initiation  into  Christ  through  the  sacraments  has  gained 
them  the  spiritual  security  against  all  'charm'.  138  But  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest 
this.  139  The  reasons  for  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  are  most  likely  their  yvwatS'4° 
and  `freedom'.  Paul's  mention  of  the  Lord's  Supper  need  not  be  because  he  wants  to 
counter  a  `super-sacramental'  view  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  141  What  he  wants  to  do, 
more  likely,  is  to  stress  the  status  of  the  `strong',  i.  e.  they  are  `partners'  of  the  body  of 
Christ,  and  therefore  must  be  faithful  to  Christ.  But  it  is  with  the  Christian  tradition  of 
the  Eucharist  that  Paul  puts  forward  the  argument  that  those  Israelites  who  eat  the 
sacrifices  in  fact  become  `partners'  (xotvcwvoi)  of  the  altar  (1 Cor  10.18;  cf.  Exod 
32.4-6),  142  a  possible  allusion  to  Isa  65.11  where  the  Israelites  are  said  to  have  forsaken 
"'  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  212-13  forcefully  argue  that  Paul's  point  is  that  by  eating  idol-meat  before 
the  pagan  idols  is  to  `become  a  sharer  in  the  Sacrificial  Act,  and  all  that  that  involves'.  Thus,  Paul  is 
making  a  clear  distinction  between  the  idols  which  he  agrees  with  the  'strong'  are  nothing  (which  he 
reiterates  in  1  Cor  10.19),  and  the  'demons'  which  he  believes  are  spiritual  forces  (see  also  Thiselton 
2000:  775-76). 
138  Von  Soden  1972:  257-68;  similarly,  Barrett  1968:  220-29;  Conzelmann  1975:  167;  Fee  1987:  443;  Yeo 
1995:  160,176;  Witherington  111  1995:  220;  Oropeza  2000:  110-11. 
139  The  statement  closest  to  such  a  suggestion  is  v  12,  where  Paul  warns  against  those  who  think  they 
stand  lest  they  fall.  But  it  still  does  not  show  that  the  `strong'  think  they  have  secured  their  salvation 
through  the  sacraments.  Mitchell  1991:  139,251-52  stresses  that  Paul  is  not  countering  such  a 
sacramental  view,  because,  she  maintains,  Paul  is  merely  sketching  out  the  analogy  with  the 
Corinthians. 
Sao  Gardner  1994:  141-43  argues  that  the  Corinthians  probably  regarded  themselves  as  having  the  gifts  of 
the  Spirit,  particularly'yvwatq.  However,  he  does  not  discuss  the  aspect  of  et;  oußia  of  the  `strong'. 
141  Against  Oropeza  2000:  109,  who  objects  to  Gardner's  argument  against  the  `sacramental' 
interpretation'  (see  Gardner  1994:  141-43)  on  the  basis  of  Paul's  mention  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  I  Cor 
10.16-22  and  11.17-34.  But  the  mention  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  I  Cor  10.16-22  could  well  be  Paul's 
basis  for  rejecting  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the  'strong',  as  he  argues  that  he  does  not  want  the 
'strong'  to  be  partners  of  both  the  table  of  demons  and  of  the  Lord;  whereas  the  detailed  discussion  of 
the  Lord's  Supper  in  1  Cor  11.17-34  has  a  rather  different  context. 
142  Fee  1987:  470-71  takes  this  to  be  a  reference  to  the  meals  prescribed  in  Deut  14.22-27.  However,  the 
use  of  the  designation  tdv  '  Iapoct  %  cc  rc  ao%pxa  (Israel  according  to  the  flesh)  in  I  Cor  10.18  could 
suggest  that  Paul  has  in  mind  the  idolatrous  Israel  during  the  wilderness  experience.  And  just  as  Fee 
1987:  470,  n38  says  that  Ka-Td  adpxa  seems  to  imply  that  there  is  another  Israel  xamd  itvevµa,  the 
Israel  xatiä  of  pxa  may  well  be  a  reference  to  Israel  that  acted  in  the  way  of  the  flesh,  that  is,  in 
idolatry. 276 
the  Lord  and  set  up  a  `table'  for  Fortune.  In  that  passage,  the  sins  of  the  Israelites  are 
twofold:  the  forsaking  of  Yahweh  and  the  setting  up  of  a  table  and  filling  up  of  the 
cups  with  wine.  This  constitutes  the  Israelites'  `unfaithfulness'  to  Yahweh  as  they 
disregarded  their  ancestral  tradition  and  turned  to  worship  an  alien  cult.  143  The 
worship  of  the  alien  cult  by  the  Israelites  is  described  as  `preparing  a  table  for  the 
demon'  (toiµäýovtcc  ui)'  Ecu 
. toviw  tipthteýav)  and  `filling  up  the  drink 
offering  to  Fortune'  (n%ijpoüvtics  of  tivxq  ix  paaµa).  The  word  'ciS  is  a 
rendering  of  the  Hebrew  'ta,,  which  is  a  God's  name  meaning  Fortune.  144  Another 
God's  name,  IM,  is  found  in  the  Hebrew  but  not  translated  in  the  Greek.  It  means  a 
`God  of  destiny'.  It  appears  that  the  translators  of  the  LXX  did  not  see  a  great 
difference  between  these  deities.  As  far  as  they  were  concerned,  the  table  the  Israelites 
had  set  up  was  basically  set  up  for  the  `demon',  and,  together  with  the  `filling  of  the 
cup',  they  both  refer  to  `cultic  meals  eaten  in  honor  of  these  deities'.  145  Thus  the 
Israelites  in  Isa  65.11  are  guilty  of  being  partners  of  `demons'.  And  if  Paul  has  in 
mind  Isa  65.11  when  he  mentions  the  table  of  demons,  then  he  must  have  regarded  the 
eating  of  idol-meat  by  the  `strong'  a  `partnership'  with  demons  and  therefore  an  act  of 
unfaithfulness  against  Christ.  The  repeated  use  of  the  phrase,  `as  some  of  them 
were/did',  in  vv  6-10  indicates  that  Paul  views  the  act  of  eating  idol-meat  on  the  part  of 
the  `strong'  to  be  similar  to  the  idolatrous  acts  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness.  146 
143  See  chapter  two  above  for  our  definition  of  idolatry.  Yeo  1995:  173  comments:  `...  the  use  of  the 
Lord's  Supper  in  the  argument  is  meant  to  imply  that  exclusive  loyalty  to  God  (thus  prohibition  against 
idolatry)  should  derive  from  the  Corinthians'  xotvwv{a  (sharing)  of  God's  love.  In  other  words, 
idolatry  is  the  practice  of  communion  with  demons,  which  is  infidelity'. 
144  See  Liddell-Scott  1940:  1839.  A  closely  related  concept  of  tivxtl  is  `providence'.  It  is  possible  that 
the  Israelites  were  offering  to  a  `God'  identified  as  Fortune  on  a  more  cognitive  level.  The  relation  to 
`Destiny'  or  the  `God  of  destiny'  might  suggest  such  a  possibility. 
145  Watts  1987:  345. 
146  The  phrases  may  differ,  but  they  all  refer  to  what  the  Israelites  `did':  KaOO3S  Kc  1c  Ivot 
bre0-6plaav  (v  6);  Kc  0oi  rtvcS  avtiwv  (vv  7,8,9);  KaOä7cEp  uvg;  aütiwv  (v  10).  Robertson- 
Plummer  1911:  203  argue  that  this  phrase  `assumes  that  the  Corinthians  have  done  what  they  are  here 277 
Thus,  in  1  Cor  10.21,  Paul  says  that  as  `members  of  the  one  body'  of  Christ  (cf. 
1  Cor  10.17),  the  `strong'  cannot  be  simultaneous  `partners'  of  the  Lord's  table  and 
that  of  the  'demons'.  147  And  Paul's  statement  in  w  20b  and  21b  suggests  that  the 
`strong'  have  participated  in  some  form  of  pagan  sacrifices.  14'  Fee  rightly  points  out 
that  the  language  of  the  Christian  meal149  points  to  the  `vertical  dimension'  of  the 
`binding  covenantal  relationship'  the  Corinthians  have  with  Christ.  '  So  Thus,  like  the 
`unfaithful'  Israelites  who  disregarded  the  ancestral  tradition,  the  `strong'  have 
breached  the  covenant  with  Christ.  Thus  in  v  22,  Paul  rhetorically  asks  whether  the 
`strong'  are  trying  to  `provoke'  the  Lord  to  jealousy,  an  allusion  to  Deut  32.16.  Thus 
Paul  is  here  evoking,  intertextually,  '5'  all  the  three  passages,  Deut  32,  Ps  95,  and  Isa 
65,  taking  elements  from  each  and  interweaving  them  to  bring  home  the  point  that  the 
`strong',  by  eating  idol-meat  in  the  pagan  temple  are  in  fact  committing  acts  of  idolatry 
which  turn  them  into  partners  with  'demons'.  152  For  the  `strong',  it  is  their  ýkouata 
charged  not  to  do'.  This  does  not  explain  the  phrase  well,  as  it  means  that  prior  to  the  writing  of  1  Cor 
Paul  had,  in  the  same  way  that  he  is  now  warning  them,  charged  them  not  to  participate  in  idolatry.  Fee 
1987:  452  puts  it  differently:  `Paul  does  not  want  what  happened  to  Israel  to  be  repeated  in  their  (the 
Corinthians')  case;  the  danger  lies  in  their  repetition  of  Israel's  sins  (vv  7-10),  which  if  persisted  in  will 
then  lead  to  similar  judgment'.  Similarly  Hays  1997:  162.  See  Thiselton  2000:  731-32  and  Gardner 
1994:  150-52  for  a  thorough  discussion. 
147  Cf.  2  Cor  6.16  where,  building  upon  his  argument  in  1  Cor  10.21,  Paul  argues  that  the  temple  of  God 
(i.  e.  the  Corinthian  church)  has  noting  in  common  with  idols  as  the  former  is  the  living  God. 
148  See  Cheung  1999:  114,118  who  implausibly  hints  that  the  `strong'  have  brought  the  idol  food  from 
the  pagan  temple  to  the  church  for  consumption  during  worship  in  the  church  but  agrees  that  this  is  not 
altogether  certain. 
149  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  174  who  says  that  this  is  an  allusion  to  `competition'  between  the  pagan  meals 
and  the  Christian  Lord's  Supper. 
150  Fee  1987:  473. 
151  See  Hays  1989,  who  proposed  intertextuality  as  a  model  for  interpreting  Paul's  use  of  the  Old 
Testament.  He  explicates  the  phenomenon  of  intertextuality  as  'the  imbedding  of  fragments  of  an 
earlier  text  within  a  later  one'  (14).  Thus,  when  it  comes  to  Paul,  Hays  sees  Paul  as  viewing  himself  as  a 
prophetic  figure  who  proclaimed  the  Word  of  God  as  all  the  other  prophets  and  sages  had  always  done, 
but  in  a  way  that  `reactivated  past  revelation  under  new  conditions'  (14).  For  Hays,  `Paul's  citations  of 
Scripture  often  function...  as  tropes:  they  generate  new  meanings  by  linking  the  earlier  text  (Scripture)  to 
the  later  (Paul's  discourse)  in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  unexpected  correspondences,  correspondences 
that  suggest  more  than  they  assert'  (24). 
152  Mitchell  1991:  255-56  mistakenly  argues  that  by  bringing  in  the  question  of  'partnership  with 
demons',  Paul  is  making  a  compromise  position  that  allows  him  to  urge  the  'strong'  to  avoid  cultic 
associations.  Gundry-Volf  1990:  129-30  rightly  says  that  Paul  is  wanting  the  `strong'  to  adhere  to  Christ 278 
to  attend  pagan  temples  and  eat  idol-meat.  Their  `knowledge'  informs  them  that  idols 
are  nothing,  and  eating  idol-meat  is  therefore  a  matter  of  indifference.  But  Paul  is 
saying  to  them  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  indifference,  nor  of  `freedom'  to  choose  as  they 
wish,  but  it  is  a  matter  of  resisting  `temptation'  (7tstpaagog,  1  Cor  10.13)  and 
therefore  of  one's  faithfulness  to  the  Lord  Jesus.  153  Such  idolatrous  behaviour  also 
dishonours  the  true  God  by  mixing  the  true  God  with  Satµövta.  The  `strong'  are 
therefore  treading  on  highly  dangerous  grounds  -  they  must  watch  out  if  they  think 
they  stand,  lest  they  fall  (1  Cor  10.12). 
However,  if  the  idols  are  not  the  primary  concern  for  the  `strong',  then  there 
should  be  other  reasons  why  they  (the  `strong')  think  pagans  still  offer  sacrifices  to 
their  idols.  Just  as  the  Israelites  had  gathered  around  their  golden  calves  and 
proclaimed,  `These  are  your  Gods,  0  Israel,  who  brought  you  up  out  of  the  land  of 
Egypt',  the  `strong'  could  well  think  that  even  though  idols  are  nothing,  the  pagans 
could  be  offering  sacrifices  to  the  true  God.  Thus,  for  the  `strong',  the  word  Et&wXov 
probably  carries  no  pejorative  meaning;  '  54  but  for  Paul,  idols  in  the  sense  of  the 
physical  object  are  nothing  but  there  are  indeed  Gods  and  lords  who  are  `evil  spirits' 
represented  by  the  idols.  Therefore,  when  the  pagans  sacrifice  to  their  idols,  they  are 
in  fact  sacrificing  to  these  `evil  spirits'  whom  Paul  calls  `demons'. 
by  having  xotvcwv{a  with  Christ  and  by  refusing  to  have  any  association  with  demons  through  cultic 
meals. 
153  See  Barrett  1968:  229  who  views  Paul's  words  in  I  Cor  10.13  as  implying  that  more  severe  trials  are 
expected.  Fee  1987:  460  argues  for  a  double  function.  On  the  one  hand,  Paul  is  reassuring  the 
Corinthians  that  they  would  not  fall  in  the  ordinary  trials  of  life  as  there  is  always  divine  aid.  On  the 
other  hand,  they  are  therefore  to  flee  from  idolatry  because  there  is  no  divine  aid  `when  one  is  "testing" 
Christ'  through  idolatry.  Conzelmann  1975:  169  suggests  the  point  here  to  be  comfort  for  all,  both  the 
`strong'  and  the  `weak',  and  that  Paul  is  here  referring  to  `eschatological  salvation'.  This,  however, 
misses  the  context  of  Paul's  argument  in  I  Cor  10.  Hays  1997:  166  rightly  points  out  that  Paul  is  here 
contrasting  the  `testing'  that  God  allows  and  dangers  of  `testing'  the  Lord. 
º54  Although  Philo  (Somn  2.19.133-35)  views  Et6wXov  as  unreal  phantoms,  he  draws  a  different 
conclusion,  i.  e.  the  idols  are  therefore  dead  and  dumb.  But  the  `strong'  do  not  express  such  negative 
views  at  all. 279 
6.7  The  danger  of  idolatry 
Paul  urges  the  Corinthians  in  1  Cor  10.14,  Otd1tEp,  d  yocmi'tot  µov, 
#e  yE'tE  ährö  'tr1S  ci8wXoXa'tptc  S  (`Therefore,  my  beloved,  flee  from  idolatry  [or 
the  worship  of  idols]').  Thiselton  argues  that  the  covenant  theme  links  10.1-13  and 
10.14-22.  The  mention  of  the  Lord's  Supper  and  Paul's  warning  against  becoming 
partners  with  demons  lends  weight  to  Thiselton's  point.  And  if  the  covenant  theme  is 
present  here,  then  it  strengthens  our  case  that  what  the  `strong'  are  doing  in  the 
presence  of  the  idols  is  a  breach  of  the  covenant  with  Christ,  and  thus  is  an  idolatrous 
sin.  155  For  Paul,  the  `strong'  are  `idolatrous'  by  their  eating  in  an  idol's  presence  (1 
Cor  10.21).  156  And  there  is  real  danger  if  they  continue  in  it.  This  is  stated  throughout 
8.1-11.1.  For  example,  8.12  states  that  it  is  in  fact  a  `sinning'  against  Christ  (Etc 
Xpta'töS  äµapti(ivctic).  9.27  subtly  implies  that  the  `strong'  can  become 
`disqualified'  if  they  are  not  careful.  In  10.9  Paul  tells  the  `strong'  not  to  put  Christ  to 
the  test,  linking  it  to  8.12.  The  inclusion  of  Christ  in  his  argument  suggests  that  Paul 
intends  to  show  the  `strong'  that  they  do  have  a  spiritual  relationship  with  Christ, 
which  is,  however,  being  tested  through  their  idolatry.  Thus,  in  10.12,  a  warning  is 
given  to  those  who  think  they  stand,  as  they  may  fall  if  they  are  not  careful.  157  And  in 
10.22,  there  is  the  warning  that  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  can  arouse  the 
iss  Thiselton  2000:  750.  See  also  Yeo  1995:  172,  who  rightly  argues  that  10.14-22  is  a  climax  of  10.1-22. 
156  Fee  1987:  441,  nI  observes  that  the  failure  of  many  interpreters  in  recognising  this  reality  is  the 
reason  why  many  of  them  have  great  difficulty  with  either  vv  1-13  or  vv  14-22  or  both.  Gardner 
1994:  169-70  suggests  that  Paul  is  here  trying  to  stress  the  issue  of  worshipping  the  one  true  God.  This 
way  of  looking  at  the  attendance  of  the  `strong'  in  an  idol's  temple  raises  the  issue  of  obedience  to  the 
first  and  second  commandments,  which  defines  the  behaviour  of  the  'strong'  as  idolatrous.  See  chapter 
two  for  our  definition  of  idolatry  and  the  discussion  of  the  first  and  second  commandments.  See  also 
chapter  6.2  above  for  our  brief  overview  of  the  idolatry  of  the  `strong'. 
157  The  basic  theme  of  falling  and  its  cause  have  been  the  basis  for  scholarly  works  on  the 
`perseverence'  of  Christians,  of  which  the  recent  more  notable  ones  are  Gundry-Volf  1990  and  Oropeza 
2000. 280 
Lord's  jealousy  (1  paýrlXovµsv  tiöv  xvpLov;  ):  158  µßj  i6xvp6't  pot  aütiov 
Eßµsv;  Paul  is  therefore  suggesting  to  the  `strong'  that  their  idolatrous  behaviour  is  a 
contest  of  strength  against  the  Lord's.  159  And  they  will  not  stand  because  the  Lord  is 
stronger.  The  danger  of  idolatry  is  explicitly  focused  upon  in  1  Cor  9.24-10.12,  where 
Paul  uses  first  the  analogy  of  the  (Isthmian)  games,  before  moving  on  to  draw  the 
conclusion  on  the  basis  of  Old  Testament. 
6.7.1  Indiscipline  and  disqualification 
1  Cor  9.24-27  bring  out  this  reality  very  forcefully.  For  if  the  `strong'  were  to 
persist  in  their  unscrupulous  eating  of  idol-meat,  then  they  are  running  a  race  for  which 
they  might  lose  their  prize.  160  This  is  where  Paul  differs  from  the  `strong'.  He  can 
- 
agree  with  the  `strong'  that  `idols'  as  physical  objects  are  nothing,  but  disagrees  that 
the  `strong'  can  therefore  eat  idol-meat  and  attend  pagan  temples  without  scruples. 
For  Paul,  it  is  an  act  of  idolatry  because  it  is  a  partnership  with  8aig6vua.  Hence,  the 
danger  of  the  `strong'  losing  their  prize  is  real.  Paul  likens  the  Christian  life  to  running 
a  race  (i.  e.  Isthmian  games),  161  for  which  discipline  is  indispensable.  In  such  a  race, 
self-control  (&yxpa  uei')e  at,  v  25)  162  is  of  utmost  importance  as  part  of  the 
159  Cf.  Gardner  1994:  171. 
159  See  Oropeza  2000:  156  who  thinks  that  Paul  probably  has  in  mind  Israel's  wilderness  'testing'  of 
Yahweh. 
160  Gardner  1994:  106  argues  that  Paul's  emphasis  here  is  on  the  completion  of  the  race,  hence  the 
`prize',  or  qualification.  In  other  words,  if  the  `strong'  fail  to  complete  the  `race'  by  giving  up  their 
rights  to  eat  idol-meat,  they  would  then  forfeit  their  `imperishable'  prize.  And  Fee  1987:  437  rightly 
says  that  the  `imperishable  crown'  is  an  eschatological  prize.  Gundry-Volf  1990:  237  says  Paul's  use  of 
the  athletic  metaphor  makes  the  point  that  the  `strong'  `must  let  the  goal  determine  their  present 
behaviour'. 
161  According  to  Murphy-O'Connor  1983:  14-16,  the  (Isthmian)  games  were  initiated  in  the  early  6th 
century  BCE  but  passed  on  to  the  neighbouring  town  of  Sicyon  after  Corinth  was  sacked  in  146  BCE. 
The  (Isthmian)  games  were  held  every  two  years;  Corinth  recovered  the  administration  of  the  games 
sometime  between  7  BCE  and  3  CE,  after  it  was  established  as  a  Roman  colony. 
162  The  word  L'yxpatei  oµat  carries  the  meanings  of  `controlling  oneself,  `abstaining  from 
something';  BAGD  216.  Cf.  I  Cor  7.9. 281 
preparation  for  the  contest.  163  And  the  `strong'  are  aware  of  this.  Paul  wants  to 
emphasise  that  discipline  determines  victory  in  the  games.  164  The  `strong'  must  run 
their  `race'  in  such  a  way  as  to  win  the  prize.  But  by  engaging  in  idolatry,  the  `strong' 
are  treading  on  highly  dangerous  ground  and  can  lose  the  race  and  become 
`disqualified'  (d6dxtµot).  165  If  they  are  `disciplined',  they  will  `win'  a  prize  (i.  e.  an 
imperishable  wreath)  166 
-  the  eschatological  salvation.  Like  Paul,  they  should  avoid 
`disqualification'  (d36xigog,  v  27).  167  In  other  words,  what  the  `strong'  do  in  the 
present  has  implications  for  the  future. 
Thus,  Paul  is  saying  that  either  the  `strong'  will  win  or  lose  the  race  -  there  is 
no  other  option  `in  between'.  For  Paul,  it  is  not  a  question  of  indifference,  nor  is  it 
about  their  `rights'  or  `freedom';  but  it  is  about  succumbing  to  temptations 
(istpaaµöS),  168  and  about  idolatry  -  how  they  relate  to  `idols'/`phantoms'/demons. 
He  therefore  views  their  behaviour  as  `unfaithful'.  Further,  Paul  would  view  them  as 
having  the  wrong  conceptions  about  God.  Even  though  they  may  not  intend  to 
worship  the  Satµdvta  their  involvement  in  the  temple  would  have  been  acts  of 
163  Cf.  Philo,  Prob  26,  and  Prov  2.58 
164  Fee  1987:  433,  nl;  contra  Conzelmann  1975:  162,  n31  who  does  not  think  there  is  any  connection 
between  what  Paul  says  and  the  games,  even  though  he  acknowledges  that  the  games  were  widespread 
then. 
16$  Although  Paul  uses  the  word  ckMctµoS  to  refer  to  himself,  the  context  shows  that  he  is  implying  to 
the  'strong'  their  own  possible  'disqualification'  if  they  do  not  watch  how  they  exercise  their  etova{a 
but  allow  it  to  cause  others  to  fall  and  thus  put  a  hindrance  in  the  way  of  the  gospel.  See  BAGD  18. 
Thiselton  2000:  717  does  not  think  Paul's  use  of  dWictµoc  on  himself  should  be  taken  to  imply 
eschatological  rejection  or  loss  of  salvation.  See,  however,  Gardner  1994:  107  who  argues  otherwise. 
166  Barrett  1968:  216-17  argues  that  this  means  the  'share'  in  the  gospel,  which  refers  to  the  'benefits'  of 
the  gospel  in  1  Cor  9.23.  However,  he  does  not  explain  what  these  benefits  are.  Fee  1987:  437  interprets 
this  to  be  the  eschatological  victory,  which  is  the  'final  salvation'  (1987:  459). 
167  The  'prize'  is  the  antonym  of  dMictgos.  Since  in  1  Cor  10.5,  Paul  speaks  about  the  destruction  of 
the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness,  the  'prize'  here  would  most  likely  be  referring  to  'salvation'.  And  in 
speaking  of  his  own  discipline,  Barrett  1968:  218  argues  that  Paul  wants  his  body  to  be  brought  out  of 
the  obedience  to  sin  into  the  service  of  God.  Thus,  contra  Thiselton  2000:  717,  Paul  seems  to  be  saying 
that  even  his  own  salvation  is  not  guaranteed  by  his  conversion  and  other  spiritual  experiences.  Gundry- 
Volf  1990:  120-25  argues  forcefully  that  Paul's  warning  here  includes  both  physical  punishment  and  the 
loss  of  salvation. 
168  Conzelmann  1975:  169  points  out  that  this  is  not  just  a  mere  possibility  but  a  reality  in  Corinth. 282 
worship.  In  other  words,  some  of  those  definitions  as  set  out  in  chapter  two  are 
operative  in  Paul. 
Thus,  Paul  is  raising  the  stakes  here.  The  `strong'  face  the  danger  of 
eschatological  `destruction',  despite  their  present  spiritual  `status'  of  being  Christians 
who  are  baptised  into  Christ  and  are  partakers  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  169  Thus,  the 
`eschatological  salvation'  of  the  `strong'  depends  on  their  `discipline',  which  he 
further  elaborates  in  1  Cor  10.1-12,  using  the  OT  examples. 
6.7.2  Disqualification  of  Israel  and  its  lessons 
In  1  Cor  10.1-11,  Paul  uses  five  different  Old  Testament  examples  to  show  the 
reason  why  God  punished  the  Israelites.  But  these  are  preceded  by  the  introductory 
statement  of  the  status  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness  (vv  1-4)  and  the  fact  that  God  was 
displeased  with  most  of  them  (v  5).  Verses  6-11  then  set  out  five  main  examples  of  the 
Israelites'  idolatrous  behaviour.  170  These  are:  (1)  the  `craving'  for  evil;  (2)  the  idolatry 
of  Israel  in  the  wilderness  (v  7);  (3)  sexual  immorality  (v  8);  (4)  testing  the  Lord  (v  9); 
and  (5)  murmuring  against  the  Lord  (v  10).  The  warning  in  vv  1-12  concerning  the 
danger  of  idolatry  comprises  three  parts.  The  first  is  the  statement  of  Israel's  status. 
The  second  is  the  various  idolatrous  acts  of  Israel.  And  the  third  is  the  summary 
statement  of  the  warning  of  the  possible  fall.  What  is  the  status  of  Israel,  how  does 
Paul  view  it,  and  what  is  its  relation  to  Paul's  overall  argument  against  the  idolatry  of 
the  `strong'? 
169  But  this  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  'strong'  adopt  a  magical  view  of  the  sacraments.  von 
Soden's  (1972)  theory  that  the  'strong'  adopted  a  magical  view  of  the  sacraments,  that  is,  they  were 
protected  from  any  harm  by  hostile  spiritual  powers,  may  be  attractive.  Fee  1980:  180  and  1987:  443 
makes  a  similar  point.  However,  given  Paul's  reminder  to  them  in  I  Cor  il  to  take  a  more  serious 
approach  to  the  Lord's  Supper,  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  Corinthians  really  have  a  high  view  of  the 
sacraments.  Further,  there  is  no  compelling  evidence  for  the  'magical'  view. 
170  Even  though  some  of  these  acts  may  not  appear  to  be  directly  related  to  idolatry,  our  definition  in 
chapter  2  above  does  classify  the  five  acts  under  idolatry.  The  following  discussion  will  make  clear  this 
argument.  See  also  Hays  1997:  164  who  shows  that  in  every  of  the  examples  food  is  the  issue. 283 
In  vv  1-5,  Paul  argues  that  the  ancestors  of  Israel  supposedly  fulfilled  their 
`ritualistic'  requirements.  In  v  2,  he  expounds  the  experiences  of  the  Israelites  in  the 
wilderness  in  terms  of  the  Christian  rites  of  baptism  and  Eucharist.  '7'  However,  as 
Conzelmann  maintains,  Paul  does  not  seek  a  point-for-point  correspondence,  but  to 
find  a  correspondence  in  the  overall  `exodus'  from  Egypt  to  the  overall  Christian 
`conversion'  in  the  Corinthian  church.  1  72  The  Corinthians'  conversion  is  signified  by 
their  baptism  in  Christ  and  their  participation  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  173  In  his  use  of 
explicit  figurations,  as  Hays  points  out,  Paul  seeks  to  drive  home  the  point  that  just  as 
the  Israelites  thought  they  had  escaped  from  Egypt  under  Moses  and  were  therefore 
safe  when  they  were  not,  so  the  `strong'  ought  not  to  think  that  their  `conversion'  from 
the  `dumb  idols'  (cf.  1  Cor  12.2)  to  Christ  would  grant  them  immunity  from 
punishment.  174  This  thought  is  conveyed  in  v  5,  'A),  %'  ovx  ev  tioIS  it7  etoaty 
aütiwv  Ev8öxrlacv  b  OcOS  ('Nevertheless,  God  was  not  pleased  with  most  of 
them').  The  term  äß,  a,  ä  is  important.  For  it  emphasises  the  contrasting  thought  that 
even  though  the  Israelites  had  followed  Moses,  God  could  still  be  displeased  with 
them.  175  Thus  following  Moses  is  ruled  out  as  a  guarantee  of  God's  favour. 
Subsequent  behaviour  with  regard  to  the  Israelites'  faithfulness  to  the  covenant  God 
was  instrumental  to  their  continued  blessing  from  God.  Paul  is  therefore  drawing 
171  Cf.  Fee  1987:  444  who  views  this  as  a  prefiguring  of  the  Corinthians,  that  is,  the  Old  Testament 
examples  are  the  'types'  of  what  the  Corinthians  (i.  e.  the  `strong')  are  experiencing.  Similarly,  Hering 
1962:  84.  Conzelmann  1975:  165  argues  that  Paul  is  here  looking  at  the  church  (i.  e.  the  true  Israel)  in 
the  light  of  a  transformed  understanding  of  the  Israelites'  wilderness  experience.  Cf.  Hays  1989:  2  10, 
n18. 
172  Conzelmann  1975:  165-66. 
173  Thus  Fee  1987:  443,  n  10  rightly  and  cautiously  states  that  Paul's  statement  here  is  a  mixture  of  'type 
and  `analogy';  and  by  `type',  Fee  means  that  Paul  sees  `a  correspondence  between  earlier  biblical  events 
and  the  present  situation. 
174  Hays  1989:  91. 
175  See  Thiseldon  2000:  730  for  the  translation  of  dUcE  here  as  an  emphatic  `nevertheless'.  Cf.  Gardner 
1994:  148. 284 
parallels  between  the  Israelites'  experiences  and  the  `presumed  spiritual  security'  of 
the  `strong'  (based  on  their'yvcioatq),  and  then  deriving  lessons  from  those 
experiences.  Thus,  in  v  6,  he  says,  tiaütia  SE  tivTcot  iµwv  eyevijeriaav)76  We 
may  tabulate  the  above  in  the  following: 
The  Israelites'  Paul's  interpretation  Lesson  for  `us' 
experiences 
v7tö  'v  vcýdXrjv  Tjßav 
xai...  BLd  Ef  q 
OaXäaais  SLTjXOov  (1 
Cor  10.1;  Exod  13.21; 
14.22). 
Eis  c6v  Mcovaijv 
ýp  ctaOiiaav  ev  tifi 
Kat  Cv  tifi 
6aýäaarý  (1  Cor  10.2). 
Like  us,  i.  e.  the 
Corinthians  who  have 
received  the  baptism  in 
Jesus'  name,  the  Israelites 
had  also  been  baptised,  but 
into  Moses. 
...  ndvtiEs  CO'  avtiö 
1rvcwµatitxdv  ßpwµa 
ýayov...  itdvteS  tiö 
a&td  1tvCWc  tKov 
gittov  itdµa  (1  Cor  10.3- 
4a;  Exod  17.6). 
oüx  v  tioIS 
iXEtoaty  avtiwv 
F,  a61  ilcpv  b  OcOS  (1 
Cor  10.5a). 
t1ttov  yyäp  bx 
Ttvsvµatitxfjc 
dKOXov001,  )a1S  nkpas, 
.  lt&cpa  SE  T 'IV  6 
Xptßtiög  (1  Cor  10.4a). 
xatiea'tpci  OT  aav  yäp 
v  of  epiµcp  (1  Cor 
10.5b).  Tavna  SE  v'  mot 
'%tcov  LYF  VTj0Taav...  (1 
Cor  10.6a;  cf.  Num  11.4ff, 
31-35;  14.1  ff). 
While  the  Israelites 
appeared  to  be  eating  from 
the  manna  which  came 
from  heaven  and  drinking 
from  the  rock  from  which 
water  flowed,  the  rock  in 
fact  accompanied  them 
and  it  was  Christ  himself! 
We  too,  eat  the  same  meal 
and  drink  the  same  drink. 
Still,  God  was  not  pleased 
with  most  of  them  and  he 
demonstrated  his 
displeasure  with  the 
Israelites  by  destroying 
them.  Similarly,  since 
these  are  written  down  for 
our  instructions,  we  too 
run  the  risk  of  facing 
God's  wrath  and 
`destruction',  if  we  are  not 
faithful  to  his  covenant. 
176  Thus,  Paul  can  say  to  them  that  if  they  think  they  know,  they  in  fact  do  not  really  know  (1  Cor  8.2). 
He  also  implies  that  they  do  not  really  love  God,  and  therefore  are  not  known  by  God  (1  Cor  8.3).  See 
Fee  1987:  368  and  Thiselton  2000:  624-27  recognise  a  clear  connection  between  knowledge  and  love. 
Yeo  1995:  187  views  Paul's  words  as  a  correction  of  the  knowledge  of  the  'strong'.  See  also  Willis 
1985a:  81. 285 
As  seen  above,  Paul  seems  to  re-interpret  the  event  of  the  wilderness  wandering  of  the 
Israelites  as  a  form  of  baptism.  The  idea  of  the  people  being  baptised  8iS  tiöv 
Mcoü  flv  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Old  Testament,  nor  can  it  be  found  in  Jewish 
literature.  '77  In  trying  to  re-interpret  the  Israelites'  experiences  in  the  wilderness  as 
examples  and  instructions  for  the  `strong'  in  Corinth,  Paul  would  need  to  find  the  link 
that  ties  that  two  situations.  The  Christian  formula  `into  Christ'  serves  as  a  very 
important  and  useful  category  by  which  a  link  with  the  Israelites'  experiences  may  be 
made.  The  reason  is  that  it  is  the  category  of  `into  Christ'  that  makes  the  `conversion' 
of  the  Corinthian  Christians  meaningful  and  different.  This  is  seen  in,  for  example, 
Roin  6.3  where  Paul  tells  the  Christians  at  Rome  that  their  baptism  into  Christ  Jesus 
(  ßan  tIaOrltEV  ci  Xptatidv  '  Iraovv)  is  equivalent  to  baptism  into  his  death  ($'S 
tiöv  6ävatiov  (Xvtiov  ßantiiaOi  tcv).  178  Since  the  `strong'  have  cited  the  Shema, 
the  non-reality  of  idols,  and  their  tkovata  as  their  justification  for  eating  idol-meat, 
as  we  have  seen  in  6.3  above,  Paul's  use  of  OT  examples  is  most  apt.  For  it  draws  the 
parallels  between  the  Israelites'  presumed  `salvation'  and  that  of  the  `strong',  and  the 
Israelites'  punishment  and  the  same  possible  danger  the  `strong'  face  by  eating  idol- 
meat. 
Thus,  the  Israelites'  experiences  are  not  `kinds  of  sacraments'.  Rather,  Paul  is 
re-interpreting  them  in  terms  of  the  Christian  sacraments.  179  The  important  point  is  his 
use  of  the  word  7tvcwcvt  xSS  to  describe  the  `food'  and  `drink'  of  the  Israelites, 
which  may  be  linked  to  his  description  of  the  Corinthians  as  not  being  7tvcVµatitxot 
177  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  221  explains  that  'into  Moses'  has  no  Jewish  parallel  and  that  is  was  presumably 
made  up  by  Paul  on  the  basis  of  the  Christian  formula,  'into  Christ'.  Similarly,  Hiring  1962:  86. 
178  Although  eiS  tidv  Xptatidv  '  Itlßovv  is  different  from 
.v 
Xptatcö,  the  former  certainly  makes  the 
latter  possible.  And  it  is  in  this  sense  that  the  Corinthians'  baptism  'into  Christ'  enables  them  to  be  'in 
Christ'. 
179  See  our  discussion  on  p.  271  above,  particularly  n  141. 286 
but  4ru  u  of  and  ßocpxtxot  (1  Cor  2.14;  3.1-4).  180  For  if  some  of  the  Corinthians 
have  claimed  to  be  7tvcuµa'ttxoi.  (cf.  I  Cor  14.37),  then  Paul's  use  of  the  word 
precisely  points  to  the  reality  that  even  if  they  appear  to  be  spiritual  by  virtue  of  their 
supposed  participation  in  `spiritual'  acts,  they  are  not  thereby  free  from  God's  wrath. 
And  when  they,  as  partakers  of  the  table  of  the  Lord,  also  become  partakers  of  the 
table  of  `demons',  they  become  precisely  like  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness  who 
become  idolatrous  and  immoral. 
Paul  further  says  that  the  `rock'  from  which  water  flowed  was  Christ,  181  thus 
giving  a  new  spiritual  understanding  of  the  faithful  God  who  provided  the  water 
through  Christ.  '  82 
A  few  key  points  concerning  the  function  of  1  Cor  8-10  suggest  that  the  issue 
of  idolatry  governs  Paul's  entire  argument  throughout  the  section,  and  thus  his 
identification  of  the  `rock'  as  Christ,  and  vice  versa  is  meant  to  make  his  parallels 
work.  For  example,  in  8.1,  Paul  begins  with  fiept  S&  tiwv  EiöcoXoOvtwv;  in  9.1-23, 
he  puts  up  a  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority  and  sets  himself  as  an  example  to  the 
`strong';  in  9.24-10.13,  he  then  warns  the  `strong'  against  idolatry,  from  which  he 
urges  them  to  flee  in  10.14;  and  in  10.15ff,  he  continues  his  argument  and  points  out 
the  incompatibility  of  the  Lord's  table  and  the  table  of  Satµdvta.  In  other  words,  the 
issue  throughout  is  idolatry,  and  Paul's  use  of  the  various  examples  is  governed  by  this 
overarching  issue.  However,  while  Paul's  view  of  idolatry  is  similar  to  those  of  the 
180  Although  I  Cor  3.1-4  is  related  to  division  in  the  church,  I  Cor  9,  which  we  will  discuss  in  the  next 
chapter,  is  precisely  about  Paul's  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority,  which  suggests  that  both  chapters 
are  related.  Thus,  it  is  possible  that  some  of  the  `strong'  in  I  Cor  8-10  are  among  those  whom  Paul 
accuses  of  being  of  the  flesh  in  I  Cor  3. 
181  Cf.  Thiselton  2000:  727-30.  On  this  as  the  pre-existent  Christ,  see  Lietzmann  1931:  44-45, 
Conzelmann  1075:  166-67  and  Fee  1987:  449.  Others  such  as  Hanson  (1959:  79  [cited  in  Willis 
1985a:  138,  n65]),  Robertson-Plummer  (1911:  201)  view  the  rock  as  the  literal  Christ.  Barrett1968:  222 
sees  this  identification  as  a  parallel  to  the  Corinthians'  experience. 
182  Gardner  1994:  148.  Thiselton  2000:  730.  Cf.  Hays  1989:  91. 287 
Diaspora  authors  discussed  in  chapter  three  above,  his  concerns  and  questions  take  on 
a  different  stance  in  the  light  of  Christ.  For  Paul,  `Christ'  is  the  one  with  whom  the 
Corinthians  have  entered  into  a  covenant  (cf.  1  Cor  11.25).  183  And  by  identifying  the 
`rock'  with  Christ,  Paul  is  stretching  his  language  in  order  to  show  the  parallels 
between  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness  and  the  `strong'.  This  allows  him  to  establish 
the  framework  for  determining  what  should  be  the  proper  behaviour  for  the  `strong', 
i.  e.  the  OT  examples  of  idolatry.  184  Thus,  he  can  show  that  the  Israelites' 
unfaithfulness  to  Yahweh  parallels  the  unfaithfulness  of  the  `strong'  to  Christ.  1  85 
Further,  Paul  considers  their  idolatrous  eating  before  the  presence  of  the  idols 
as  `partnership  with  demons'  (1  Cor  10.20-21),  186  whether  they  intend  it  or  not.  In 
chapter  2.1.1,1  have  set  out  one  of  the  definitions  of  idolatry  as  `wrong  kinds  of 
worship',  not  only  in  terms  of  actions,  but  also  intentions.  In  the  case  of  the  `strong', 
they  may  not  intend  to  be  partners  with  `demons',  but  their  action  renders  them  as 
such,  at  least  to  Paul.  Another  definition  of  idolatry  is  that  of  mixing  God  with 
demons.  And  by  being  partners  with  `demons',  the  `strong'  are  also  idolatrous  by  this 
definition  of  mixing  God  with  `demons'.  Their  action,  moreover,  renders  them 
`unfaithful'.  Like  the  Israelites,  the  `strong'  have  no  guarantee  of  freedom  from 
punishment  for  their  idolatrous  behaviour. 
183  Thus,  any  act  or  behaviour  that  violates  the  covenant  with  Christ  constitutes  idolatry,  just  as 
unfaithfulness  to  the  covenant  with  Yahweh  renders  the  Israelites  idolatrous,  as  the  definitions  of 
idolatry  in  chapter  two  show. 
184  Hays  1997:  159-60.  See  also  Hays  1989:  92  who  argues  from  intertextuality  that  the  metaphor  of  the 
story  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness  creates  a  framework  within  which  Paul  judges  the  'strong'  and 
shows  them  what  is  the  proper  ethical  response  to  their  idolatrous  behaviour. 
185  See  Oropeza  2000:  155-57,  who  connects  Paul's  caution  against  testing  Christ  with  the  question  about 
provoking  the  Lord  to  jealousy  in  10.22.  While  there  is  a  possible  link  between  the  two,  Paul  clearly 
uses  two  very  different  words,  i.  e.  tiatEtpc  w  and  Tuxpät  i  öw.  It  would  be  more  correct  to  say  that 
the  former  leads  to  the  latter.  That  is  to  say,  the  behaviour  of  the  'strong'  in  eating  idol-meat  is  an  act  of 
testing  Christ  which,  if  it  is  not  stopped,  will  lead  to  the  provocation  of  the  Lord's  `zeal'. 
186  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  217  unnecessarily  conclude  that  the  article  suggests  'the  demons'  are 
regarded  as  a  society.  Rather,  Fee  1987:  472-73  rightly  states  that  it  is  simply  idolatry  that  involves  the 
worship  of  demons.  Barrett  1968:  237  draws  a  difference  between  the  personal  relation  and  the  eating. 288 
6.7.3  The  `strong'  crave  for  evil 
I  Cor  10.6  spells  out  Paul's  view  of  the  OT  events:  they  are  written  down  for 
our  instruction  (Tc  &tcx  SE  tiü7Iot  #  t(3v  Lycvi  Oiißcxv).  But  what  kind  of 
instruction,  and  what  is  the  purpose  of  the  instruction?  Paul  says  it  is  for  the  purpose 
that  believers  may  not  `crave  evil' 
(c  .S  'tc  pl'  ELV(Cu  'Iip.  c  L7  tO-Ug7jT  c  KOLKCDV). 
There  are  at  least  two  issues  involved  here.  First  is  the  word  titinot.  It  means  `types', 
or,  as  some  translations  have  it,  'examples'.  187  Fee  argues  that  Paul  probably  intends  a 
meaning  between  `these  things  have  been  made  our  examples'  and  `these  things  have 
happened  as  types  of  us'.  188  The  important  point,  however,  is  that  Paul  seems  to  be 
saying  that  the  Israelites  shared  similar  `spiritual'  experiences  as  the  `strong',  and  vice 
versa.  '  89  By  inference,  their  fall  or  destruction  would  most  likely  happen  to  the 
`strong'  if  the  latter  also  do  what  they  (i.  e.  the  Israelites)  did.  And  Paul  is  precisely 
concerned  to  make  sure  that  what  had  happened  to  the  Israelites  never  happens  to  the 
`strong'.  Hence,  this  leads  to  the  second  issue,  which  is  the  word  i  tc3v.  Although  the 
nature  of  the  genitive  is  difficult  to  determine,  190  the  genitive  in  the  clause  v6not 
1j  t6iv  indicates  that'it  is  `us'  for  whom  the  tivitot  are  intended.  19'  Further,  the 
187  Cf.  Gardner  1994:  112-15,  who  prefers  `typology'  to  refer  to  `an  attitude  or  approach  to  Scripture 
than  to  any  particular  application  of  Scripture'  (italics  original).  After  examining  the  use  of  the  term 
`midrash',  Gardner  chooses  the  phrase  'typological  midrash'  to  describe  1  Cor  10.1-13. 
188  Fee  1987:  452. 
189  It  is  clear  that  Paul  views  believers  in  Christ,  whether  they  are  Gentiles  or  Jews,  as  part  of  the  new 
people  of  God  through  the  new  covenant  in  Christ.  For  example,  in  Rom  11.17-24,  Paul  points  out  that 
Gentile  believers  are  in  fact  branches  grafted  on  to  Israel.  Hays  1989:  96-97  is  right  that  the  division 
between  Jews  and  Gentiles  is  removed  to  the  extent  that  Paul  sees  in  the  church  a  'fundamental 
continuity'  with  Israel  and  its  story.  This  would  mean  the  story  of  Israel  has  a  place  in  the  ethical  life  of 
the  new  people  of  God. 
190  Fee  1987:  451,  n7;  cf.  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  203;  Barrett  1968:  223-24  says  the  use  of  the  word 
f  tc5v  indicates  that  Paul  is  including  himself  in  the  warning. 
191  See  Conzelmann  1975:  167  who  translates  this  as  `examples  for  us'. 289 
genitive  i  g6v  also  links  the  Israelites'  experiences  to  the  situation  in  Corinth.  192  By 
using  the  genitive  ijµä3v,  Paul  creates  an  inseparable  relation  between  what  happened 
to  Israel  in  the  wilderness  and  what  could  possibly  happen  to  the  `strong'  in  the 
present.  There  are  five  Old  Testament  examples.  193 
The  first,  10.6,  is  a  possible  reference  to  Num  11.4-34  which  details  the 
Israelites'  cravings  for  meat.  Paul  describes  them  as  people  who  crave  for  `evil' 
(b,  atOuµrltidc  xax(Bv).  194  The  Israelites  did  not  accept  what  God  had  given  them  but 
`craved'  for  meat  and  the  abundant  fish  in  Egypt.  This  parallels  the  Corinthian 
situation:  the  eating  of  idol-meat  by  the  `strong'  may  also  be  a  craving  after  evil.  And 
Paul  could  well  view  the  eating  of  idol-meat  by  the  `strong'  as  an  indication  of  their 
dissatisfaction  with  what  they  have  (non-idolatrous  food)  and  are  (status  without  the 
freedom  to  freely  eat  idol-meat);  and  so  view  any  such  dissatisfaction  with  what  God 
has  given  to  be  a  form  of  `rebellion'.  195  The  second  thing  Paul  might  have  in  mind  is 
the  fact  that  the  `craving'  of  the  Israelites  suggests  their  desire  for  their  former  way  of 
life  in  Egypt.  When  Paul  uses  this  example  of  Israel  as  a  way  to  warn  the  `strong',  it  is 
highly  possible  that  he  is  suggesting  that  by  freely  eating  idol-meat  and  thus 
committing  the  sin  of  idolatry,  the  `strong'  are  expressing  their  desire  for  their  former 
192  This  further  proves  that  Paul  is  here  'calling  the  shots',  i.  e.  he  is  the  authoritative  apostle,  the  father 
of  the  Corinthians  in  Christ  (1  Cor  4.15b),  who  decides  the  framework  for  what  constitutes  idolatry,  and 
how  the  framework  is  to  be  interpreted.  On  the  authority  of  Paul,  see  chapter  seven  below. 
193  Willis  1985:  143  and  Fee  1987:  453  see  four  examples.  See,  however,  Hering  1962:  90f;  and 
particularly,  Meeks  1995:  129,  who  illustrates  more  convincingly  that  there  are  five  examples. 
194  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  224;  Hays  1997:  162-63.  Fee  1987:  452,  n9  notes  that  the  word  e7t0u  tta  could 
have  positive  meanings,  but  is  pejorative  in  this  case  and  the  two  occurrences  in  the  LXX  (Num  11.34; 
Prov  1.22).  Cf.  Thiselton  2000:  733.  See  also  the  discussion  of  this  word  by  Willis  (1985:  143-46).  Cf. 
Num  11.4,  Kai  6' t7ttµtxtO  b  ev  ct  tciS  ftc0vµrlaav  i;  ict0vµtav,  which  is  most  likely  behind 
Paul's  thought  (Meeks  1995:  129). 
195  Num  11.15  shows  that  Moses  wished  to  die  rather  than  continue  leading  the  people.  The  kind  of 
`cravings'  among  the  Israelites  represented  by  their  'cries'  are  not  a  simple  complaint.  It  is  possible  that 
they  might  even  border  on  `rebellion'  against  Moses  and  stage  a  'return'  to  Egypt.  Cf.  Num  14.3,  where 
the  people  were  wanting  to  return  to  Egypt  as  a  result  of  the  uncertainties  ahead. 290 
way  of  life.  196  And  if  the  `strong'  were  to  persist  in  eating  idol-meat,  then  they  are 
betraying  God  by  disregarding  their  covenant  with  God,  the  covenant  expressed  in  the 
sacraments  of  the  church.  As  we  have  discussed  in  chapter  2.1  above,  such  acts  are 
clearly  idolatrous. 
A  second  and  more  explicit  example  is  found  in  v7  which  cites  the  LXX  text 
of  Exod  32.6  verbatim.  It  reads,  ýxdOtucv  6 
, ads  4ayciv  icai.  7ts7tv  iced 
dwýa'trlaav  ita4ety  ('The  people  sat  down  to  eat  and  to  drink  and  rose  up  to  play'). 
Scholars  disagree  over  the  meaning  of  the  citation.  Wayne  Meeks,  for  example,  argues 
that  this  is  a  midrash  which  Paul  inserts  into  a  homily  (i.  e.  10.1-13),  and  that  the  word 
taigety  here  is  meant  to  include  the  list  of  all  the  five  sins.  197  Fee  argues  that  the 
exact  citation  gives  the  content  of  the  `evil  things'  mentioned  in  v  6,198  and  is 
intentional  so  as  to  point  out  to  the  `strong'  that  the  Israelites  `ate  in  the  presence  of 
the  golden  calf'.  199  Philo  views  the  golden  calf  incident  as  an  imitation  of  the 
Egyptian  animal  worship.  200  The  LXX,  however,  explains  this  as  an  attempt  by  the 
Israelites  to  define  for  themselves  their  own  religious  belief  when  they  declared,  oütiot 
of  AEot  aov,  '  Iapai 
,  oittvcs  ävcßißaaoiv  ac  ex  yf  qA  .  yüittou  ('these  are 
196  By  this,  I  am  not  suggesting  that  the  `strong'  are  either  Gentiles,  or  Jews.  What  is  important  is  that 
whether  one  is  a  Jew  or  a  Gentile,  it  is  possible  for  a  Christian  to  desire  the  former  way  of  life.  In  the 
case  of  idolatry,  the  former  way  of  life  for  a  Jew  could  well  be  conceptual  idolatry  (see  chapters  2.2,4.3 
and  4.4),  although  it  could  also  involve  actual  idol-worship  or  temple  attendance  (cf.  chapter  5.4).  For  a 
Gentile,  it  could  of  course  be  a  return  to  actual  idol  worship.  What  is  important  for  our  purpose  is  that 
the  `strong',  the  `weak'  and  Paul  have  all  had  Jewish  influence  (see  chapter  1.3.1  to  1.3.3,  and  1.3.6). 
197  Meeks  1995:  124-36.  Cf.  Fee  1987:  454,  n20  who  views  this  as  a  'dubious'  suggestion.  Barrett 
1968:  225  and  Conzelmann  1975:  167  rightly  link  the  citation  to  idolatry.  Cf.  Hurd  1983:  143,  who 
argues  that  Paul's  condemnation  of  idolatry  in  10.1-22  is  hypothetical  as  he  (Paul)  has  not  heard  of 
anything  idolatrous  in  Corinth.  This  is  trivialising  the  matter  to  which  Paul  has  painstakingly  devoted 
three  chapters  for  discussion. 
198  Fee  1987:  454.  Thus,  Fee  views  vv  6-13  as  comprising  four,  rather  than  five,  sins. 
199  Fee  1987:  454.  See  also  Yeo  1995:  170.  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  167,  n33. 
200  Mos  2.162;  Spec  3.125. 291 
your  Gods,  0  Israel,  who  brought  you  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt',  Exod  32.4).  201  It  is,  of 
course,  entirely  reasonable  for  Philo  to  suggest  that  this  is  an  imitation  of  their  former 
land.  The  important  point  about  the  citation  is  the  fact  that  it  seems  to  be  the  climax  of 
the  idolatrous  acts  of  Israel.  Philo's  description  of  the  people's  behaviour  as  `revelling 
and  carousing  the  livelong  night,  and  unwary  of  the  future',  and  as  being  `wedded  to 
their  pleasant  vices'  suggests  an  understanding  of  the  event  as  widespread  rebellious 
behaviour  resulting  from  the  worship  of  the  calf.  Although  this  could  involve  not  only 
idolatrous  worship  of  the  golden  calf,  but  also  sexual  play,  as  the  word  ira4Ety  in  the 
context  of  Exod  32  might  suggest202  -  and  as  Fee  argues  this  is  further  borne  out  by  the 
various  descriptions  of  the  Israelites  in  Exod  32.25  as  `breaking  loose'  and  `running 
wild'  -  it  is  not  altogether  certain  since  Exod  32  is  relatively  quiet  about  the  sexual 
play.  203  The  point  of  Exod  32  is  meant  as  an  explicit  demonstration  of  the  wrath  of 
God  against  the  people  who  worship  the  golden  calf  (cf.  Exod  32.35).  Paul  therefore 
quotes  it  to  demonstrate  the  displeasure  of  God  with  idolatry.  204 
The  third  OT  example  is  the  immorality  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness  (v  8). 
This  verse  is  often  regarded  as  a  reference  to  Num  25.1-18.  The  connection  of  idolatry 
in  v7  to  sexual  immorality  in  v8  may  well  reflect  Paul's  intention  to  draw  the  parallel 
between  the  Israelites'  idolatrous  and  sexually  immoral  behaviour  and  that  of  the 
X01  The  difference  is  subtle,  but  the  point  is  that  the  golden  calf  is  proclaimed  as  'your  Gods',  not  the 
Gods  of  the  Egyptians. 
202  See  Thiselton's  discussion  of  I  Cor  10.7  (2000:  734-37)  and  his  translation  of  ita{i;  ety  as  `virtual 
orgy'.  Cf.  Schrage  1995:  398. 
203  Fee  1987:  454-55  views  that  this  `certainly  carries  overtones  of  sexual  play'.  Cf.  Meeks  1995:  131-32 
who  demonstrates  that  the  word  means  'to  joke,  mock,  make  fun  of.  And  on  132,  n22  Meeks  further 
shows  that  the  word  as  used  by  Philo  means  `dance'.  Thus,  the  situation  could  be  a  pure  riotous 
celebration  of  deliverance  from  Egypt.  Further,  in  Exod  32.31,  Moses  is  recorded  to  have  confessed  to 
God  the  sin  of  the  Israelites  as  that  of  making  for  themselves  Gods  of  gold.  No  hint  of  sexual  play  is 
made  in  that  confession. 
204  Hays  1989:  94  comments:  `...  because  Jews  as  well  as  Gentiles  stand  under  God's  just  sentence  of 
universal  condemnation;  there  is  no  distinction.  Because  there  is  no  distinction,  the  golden  calf  story 
becomes  a  parable  of  the  human  condition  apart  from  the  gospel,  a  condition  of  self-destructive 
idolatry'. 292 
Corinthians,  whom  Paul  rebukes  for  their  sexual  licence  in  1  Cor  5.1-5,10-11;  and  6.9- 
10,12-20  (apart  from  their  idolatry  in  our  current  discussion).  The  question  is  whether 
Paul,  in  warning  against  idolatry  here,  also  intends  a  warning  against  sexual 
immorality.  And  if  so,  why?  Does  it  imply  that  sexual  immorality  leads  to  idolatry,  or 
idolatry  leads  to  sexual  immorality?  If  1  Cor  8-10  is  about  the  issue  of  idolatry,  why 
does  Paul  mention  sexual  immorality  unless  it  has  to  do  with  idolatry?  In  the  case  of 
Num.  25,  the  two  issues  are  inseparable.  In  his  commentary  on  Num  25,  Josephus 
expands  on  the  story  and  describes  the  unfortunate  event  as  resulting  from  a  strategy  of 
Balaam  which  he  advised  king  Balak  of  Midian  to  adopt  (Ant  4.126ff).  As  we  have 
discussed  in  chapter  3.4.2  above,  the  strategy  was  to  use  the  Midianite  women  to  tempt 
the  Israelite  youths,  till  they  became  `overmastered  by  their  passions'  (Ant  4.130);  the 
women  should  then  withdraw  from  them  and  require  them  to  abandon  their  ancestral 
laws  and  their  God  and  demand  that  they  worship  the  Gods  of  the  Midianites  and 
Moabites.  In  other  words,  Josephus  sees  a  link  between  sexual  immorality  and 
idolatry.  And  this  could  be  because  in  Num  25.1-3  the  Midianite  women  are  recorded 
to  have  invited  the  Israelite  youths  to  join  them  in  the  worship  of  their  Gods 
(balkwav  a&toüs  1ti  'talc  Ouatcaq  tiwv  Ei&aS?  wv  aütiwv...,  Num  25.2). 
The  link  between  sexual  immorality  and  idolatry  is  very  clearly  demonstrated  by 
Halbertal  and  Margalit.  Marriage  as  a  metaphor,  as  we  have  seen  in  chapter  two 
above,  helps  to  explain  the  conception  of  the  relationship  between  Israel's  God  and 
her.  The  metaphor  suggests  that  Israel  is  the  wife  of  Yahweh.  Any  idolatry  is 
therefore  a  sexual  sin.  205  That  there  is  sexual  immorality  in  the  church  in  Corinth  is 
clear  (cf.  1  Cor  5.1  ff).  Fee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  feasting  in  the  temple  in  Corinth 
might  at  times  also  involve  sexual  play.  He  adduces  four  reasons  for  the  possibility: 
205  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  11-20.  See  chapter  2.2  above. 293 
(1)  Num.  25  alluded  to  here  links  together  sexual  play  and  the  eating  of  sacrificial  food 
before  the  Baal  of  Peor;  (2)  1  Cor  10.7,  which  alludes  to  Exod  32.6,  also  joins  idolatry 
with  sexual  play;  206  (3)  in  1  Cor  6.12-20,  Paul  re-applies  the  concept  of  the  `temple'  in 
3.16-17  to  the  Christian  who  has  visited  prostitutes;  this  could  be  an  allusion  to  the 
connection  of  sexual  immorality  with  pagan  temples;  and  (4)  every  other  mention  of 
idol  food  in  the  NT  is  accompanied  by  a  reference  to  sexual  immorality.  Of  the  four 
reasons,  the  first  has  validity.  However,  Paul's  mention  of  sexual  immorality  could  be 
because  he  thinks  it  leads  to  idolatry.  207  But  that  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  temple 
prostitution  is  the  issue  in  these  three  chapters  of  the  epistle.  208  The  lack  of  any 
mention  by  Paul  throughout  1  Cor  8-10  except  here  shows  that  feasting  involving 
sexual  play  may  not  be  present  at  all.  209  The  second  reason  is  less  persuasive,  as 
explained  in  n203.  The  third  is  at  most  remotely  plausible  (as  an  argument).  Still,  it 
need  not  mean  that  feasting  in  the  temple  involves  sexual  play.  210  It  would  be  quite 
uncharacteristic  of  Paul  to  be  silent  in  these  chapters  until  now,  and  to  only  mention  it 
by  way  of  allusion  to  an  OT  example.  The  fourth  reason,  while  it  may  suggest  such  an 
understanding,  does  not  lend  weight  to  the  theory  that  the  feasting  in  a  Corinthian 
pagan  temple  involves  sexual  play.  Fee  cites  two  texts,  namely,  Acts  15.29  and  Rev 
2.14,20.  In  the  case  of  Acts,  it  is  the  Apostolic  Decree  that  is  in  view.  However, 
being  the  Apostolic  Decree,  it  is  only  natural  for  the  apostles  to  include  sexual 
206  In  this  case,  Fee  takes  the  word  `play'  Grad  etv)  as  connoting  `sexual  play'  (1987:  454-55);  see  n202 
above. 
207  Contra  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  204  who  do  not  think  that  immoral  intercourse  preceded  the 
Moabite  women's  invitation.  Cf.  Hays  1997:  163-64. 
208  Gardner  1994:  151. 
209  Cf.  Josephus's  Ant  18.65-80,  where  Josephus  recounts  the  story  of  how  Paulina  was  deceived  into 
sexual  intercourse  with  Mundus,  under  the  pretext  that  the  sexual  intercourse  was  to  be  with  the  God 
Anubis.  Although  the  activity  took  place  in  a  temple,  it  is  quite  different  from  the  idolatry  in  I  Cor  8- 
10.  The  former  was  a  straightforward  deception;  the  latter  is  about  idolatrous  behaviour  in  terms  of 
eating  idol-meat  and  engaging  in  the  worship  of  demons. 
210  Against  Thiselton  2000:  738-39,  whose  argument  is  based  on  various  archaeological  findings  of 
temple  prostitution;  and  Yeo  1995:  107-9  who  argues  on  similar  basis. 294 
immorality  in  their  list  of  forbidden  things,  particularly  so  in  the  Graeco-Roman  world 
where  sexual  immorality  is  rampant.  But  that  does  not  mean  the  Corinthians  attend 
pagan  temple  feasting  that  is  followed  by  or  involves  sexual  play.  21  1  The  cases  of  Rev 
2.14  and  2.15  are  a  specific  reference  to  Num  25  and  Ahab's  idolatry  through  Jezebel 
in  1  and  2  Kgs.  Although  the  former  explicitly  mentions  sexual  immorality,  it  is  what 
leads  to  idolatry,  not  the  other  way  round.  And  in  the  case  of  Ahab  and  Jezebel  sexual 
immorality  is  not  specifically  mentioned  in  1  Kgs  and  2  Kgs.  And  it  is  only  one  case 
about  which  little  information  is  given  or  known.  What  is  telling  is  that  in  1  Cor  5.11 
Paul  seems  to  view  those  who  are  sexually  immoral  and  the  idolaters  to  be  separate 
groups.  This  is  seen  in  the  use  of  the  word  i,  which  is  a  `disjunctive'  conjunction.  212 
The  most  satisfactory  explanation  of  this  OT  allusion  is  thus  that  Paul  is  telling  the 
Corinthians  not  to  be  like  the  Israelites  in  their  sexual  immorality  because  sexual 
liaison  with  pagans  can  lead  to  idolatry,  which  was  the  case  in  Num.  25.213 
The  fourth  OT  example  is  couched  in  an  interesting  manner:  µ715E 
exitctpdt  o  tcv  tiöv  Xpta  tOv,  xaOc,  SS  ttveS  aütiwv  Lite{paaav...  (`1et  us  not  put 
Christ  to  the  test,  just  as  some  of  them  tested...  ',  v  9).  Some  manuscripts  do  not  have 
Xptcrtöv  but  icvptov.  214  21s  Others  have  OEöv  instead  of  either  Xptßtidv  or  xvptov. 
211  See  Hurd  1983:  253  who  posits  that  sexual  sin  here  could  be  used  figuratively  to  mean  idolatry,  but 
concludes,  quite  implausibly,  that  Paul  attempted  to  enforce  the  decree  (260). 
212  Cf.  Blass-Debrunner  §446. 
213  Cf.  Halbertal-Margalit  1992:  23-25  where  they  rightly  point  out  that  there  are  two  levels:  (1)  people 
worship  idols  in  order  to  be  sexually  promiscuous;  and  (2)  the  initial  attachment  to  idols  because  of  the 
desire  to  be  sexually  promiscuous  eventually  leads  to  actual  belief  in  the  idols.  While  it  could  be 
possible  that  some  of  the  `strong'  might  have  visited  the  pagan  temples  and  eaten  idol-meat  because  of 
their  desire  for  sexual  services,  no  evidence  from  the  text  of  I  Cor  8-10  suggests  this.  Paul  is  unlikely  to 
be  so  reticent  on  this  had  this  been  the  case. 
214  NBCP  33.104.326.365.1175.2464  pc  syI  "s.  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  205-6  prefer  c6v 
xvptov. 
213  A  81  pc. 295 
But  the  reading  Xpu  tti  v  has  good  textual  support.  216  The  fact  that  Paul  has  identified 
the  `rock'  in  v4  with  Christ  and  warns  the  `strong'  not  to  provoke  the  Lord  (tidv 
xüptov)  to  jealousy  (10.22)  suggests  that  he  is  using  these  terms  interchangeably  to 
refer  to  the  same  object  of  the  offence  of  idolatry  committed  by  the  `strong'.  2t7  What 
is  important  is  Paul's  description  of  the  Israelites:  (KaOcSS)  ctvF;  avtioiv 
eiicipaaav....  Although  it  is  not  clear  to  what  OT  text  Paul  is  alluding,  it  is  most 
probably  Num  21.4-7  where  the  specific  mention  of  `snakes'  is  made.  218  The  Num  21 
incident  is  cited  probably  because  there  the  people  complained  and  murmured  against 
Moses  for  the  lack  of  the  kind  of  food  they  had  while  they  were  in  Egypt.  This  harks 
back  to  the  `craving  for  evil'  in  v  6.  It  again  relates  to  food,  and  is  probably  why  Paul 
views  it  as  a  testing  of  the  Lord.  The  word  ei  n£tpc  w  jcv  or  its  cognate  does  not 
appear  in  the  LXX  Num  21,  but  does  in  Ps  78.18  (LXX  Ps  77.18).  It  is  possible  that 
Paul  could  have  been  influenced  by  the  Psalm219  And  his  reason  for  urging  the 
Corinthians  not  to  `put  Christ  to  the  test'  is  that  to  his  mind,  the  Israelites  did  exactly 
the  same,  that  is,  testing  Christ,  and  a  huge  number  of  them  died.  And  by  implication, 
they  would  equally  face  `destruction'.  What  does  Paul  mean  by  `testing'  Christ?  In 
what  way  do  the  `strong'  put  Christ  to  the  test?  In  the  Num  21  incident,  the  people 
rebelled  against  Moses  and  against  God.  Paul  is  not  here  making  an  allegorical 
216  P46  DF  G'P  1739.1881  M  latt  sy  co;  Irre`  Or'739in6.  Barrett  1968:  225  and  Fee  1987:  457,  and  also  his 
n34  argue  that  the  original  is  most  certainly  töv  Xptatdv.  See  also  Conzelmann  1975:  164;  Schrage 
1995:  400-401.  See  further  Thiselton  2000:  740. 
217  Cf.  I  Cor  8.6,  where  Paul  seems  to  view  the  one  Lord  as  the  same  Jesus  Christ  (tic  K  Sptoc 
'  Irlaoüs  XptatOS). 
218  Willis  1985a:  151  does  not  think  that  Paul  has  any  specific  Old  Testament  text  in  mind.  However, 
Fee  1987:  456,  n31  rightly  refutes  Willis's  point;  cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  168.  Barrett  1968:  225  thinks 
that  Ps  78.18  is  a  summary  of  Num  21.4ff. 
219  Cf.  Fee  1987:  456-57  who  argues  that  vv  20-21  show  that  the  challenge  of  the  `strong'  to  Paul's 
prohibition  against  cultic  meals  is  tantamount  to  `putting  Christ  to  the  test'.  Conzelmann  1975:  168 
argues  that  the  warning  is  `purposely  couched  in  general  terms';  this  point  is  taken  up  by  Willis 
1985:  152,  who  briefly  surveys  a  range  of  views  and  concludes  that  Paul  is  here  influenced  by  rhetorical 
style  and  `perhaps  spurred  on  by  recalling  the  example  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness'. 296 
interpretation,  which  is  confirmed  by  the  lack  of  an  interpretation  of  the  `snakes'  in  1 
Cor  10.9.220  What  Paul  is  telling  the  `strong'  is  that  by  insisting  on  their  right  to  eat 
idol-meat  and  persisting  in  such  behaviour  they  are  in  fact  `testing'  Christ.  Barrett 
argues  that  what  Paul  has  in  mind  is  that  the  `strong'  are  trying  and  testing  the  Lord  by 
`seeing  "how  far  they  could  go"  in  idolatry'221  Robertson-Plummer  think  that  Paul 
does  not  have  any  specific  thing  in  mind  other  than  the  `general  frailty  and  faultiness' 
of  the  Corinthians.  222  But  there  seems  to  be  a  pattern,  i.  e.  Paul  has  a  specific  purpose 
in  mind  when  he  cites  or  alludes  to  the  various  OT  examples.  And  Paul  did  not  citing 
these  examples  at  random,  but  he  probably  selected  them  with  careful  consideration,  to 
ensure  that  they  fit  his  purpose.  What  seems  clear  is  that  Paul  views  the  participation 
of  the  `strong'  in  the  pagan  cultic  meals  as  `putting'  Christ  to  the  'test'.  223 
The  final  OT  example  is  in  v  10.  It  is  recognised  among  scholars  that  the  verse 
could  be  an  allusion  to  either  Num  14.1-38  or  Num  16.4  The  former  is  about  the 
people's  `grumbling'  against  Moses  after  they  heard  about  the  reports  of  the  ten  spies. 
It  is  interesting  that  the  people's  grumbling  is  described,  among  other  things,  as 
`testing'  the  Lord  (eitEtpaa(Iv  ge...,  Num  14.22).  The  latter  passage  is  about  the 
people's  rebellion  against  Moses  over  the  killing  of  Korah  and  his  company.  In  both 
cases,  there  is  no  mention  of  a  destroyer.  Which  story  is  Paul  alluding  to  in  v  10? 
Conzelmann  does  not  think  there  is  any  clear  distinction  between  `grumbling'  in  v  10 
220  See  Barrett  1968:  226. 
221  Barrett  1968:  225-26.  But  Barrett  also  concedes  that  it  is  reasonable  to  say  that  there  is  `an  irritable 
refusal'  on  the  part  of  both  the  Israelites  and  the  Corinthians  to  accept  the  conditions  which  God  has  laid 
down  for  them.  Cf.  Yeo  1995:  170-71  who  views  `testing  Christ'  as  the  `vulgar  display  of  pride  in  their 
participation  in  the  cultic  meal...  '.  Cf.  Newton  1998:  329. 
222  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  205.  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  168;  and  Willis  1985:  152. 
223  Hays  1997:  165. 
224  See  Hays  1997:  165.  Thiselton  2000:  742,  who  also  cites  Hays  on  this  point. 297 
and  `tempting'  in  the  previous  verse.  225  Barrett  theorises  that  Paul  is  driven  by  the 
momentum  of  the  OT  material  and  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  `grumbling'  is  a 
particular  failing  of  the  Corinthians.  226  Robertson-Plummer  and  Fee,  however,  see  the 
failing  of  the  Corinthians  in  their  murmuring  against  Paul.  227  Robertson-Plummer  go  a 
step  further  by  suggesting  that  Paul  is  warning  against  those  who  might  be  murmuring 
against  him  for  his  punishment  of  the  incestuous  man  in  1  Cor  5  and  for  his  severe 
rebukes  in  1  Cor.  228  But  why  would  Paul  speak  against  the  incestuous  man  in  1  Cor  5 
and  only  defend  his  proposed  punishment.  of  the  man  here  in  1  Cor  10,  with  only  a 
verse  that  is  not  altogether  explicit?  And  there  is  no  reason  for  Paul  to  be  so  veiled  in 
his  warning  against  such  Corinthians,  if  he  could  be  so  strong  in  speaking  up  against 
the  incestuous  man  in  1  Cor  5.  It  therefore  has  to  mean  otherwise.  Hurd  has  argued 
that  10.1-22  is  `a  second  and  somewhat  stronger  attempt'  by  Paul  to  persuade  the 
`strong'  not  to  eat  idol-meat.  229  And  if  Paul  is  writing  to  make  clarifications  on  what 
he  had  written  or  instructed  earlier  concerning  idol-meat,  and  since  1  Cor  8.1  suggests 
that  the  Corinthians  had  raised  the  matter  in  their  letter  to  him,  then  it  is  possible  that 
he  has  encountered  some  criticism  of  his  position  on  idolatry,  and  very  possibly  his 
apostleship.  In  1  Cor  9,  as  we  will  argue  in  the  next  chapter,  Paul  defends  his  apostolic 
authority  and  sets  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'.  This  would  suggest  that  the 
`grumbling'  in  10.10  may  be  related  to  their  criticism  of  Paul's  apostolic  authority  and 
225  Conzelmann  1975:  168. 
226  Barrett  1968:  226.  Cf.  Willis  1985a:  152-53  who  finds  it  impossible  to  determine  who  is  being 
referred  to  as  the  `destroyer',  even  though  its  similar  expressions  can  be  found  in  such  texts  as  2  Sam 
24.16;  1  Chr  21.15;  Exod  12.23;  Wis  18.20-25.  He  concludes  that  'Just  as  no  concrete  Old  Testament 
passage  is  being  used,  so  too  it  is  possible  that  no  specific  occasion  at  Corinth  is  being  corrected.  There 
is  no  reason  to  think  Paul  is  addressing  the  grumbling  (past  or  expected)  of  the  strong  except  in  a  most 
general  way'. 
227  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  206;  Fee  1987:  458  says  that  it  is  very  likely  that  the  Corinthians' 
'grumbling'  against  Paul  probably  also  involves  `grumbling'  against  God.  And  this,  he  says,  is  why 
Paul  includes  this  Old  Testament  example  as  a  warning  of  the  coming  judgment. 
228  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  206.  See  Willis  1985a:  153,  n133  for  his  criticism  of  this  position. 
229  Hurd  1983:  142. 298 
the  judgment  they  pronounce  against  him.  230  As  a  result,  he  is  now  telling  them  that  he 
remains  the  apostle  with  authority,  and  that  he  is  an  example  to  them.  And  if  Paul 
thinks  he  is  an  imitator  of  Christ  (1  Cor  11.1),  then  any  criticism  against  him  would  to 
him  be  a  criticism  against  Christ.  This  would  similarly  constitute  `putting  Christ  to  the 
test'  and  `murmuring'  against  Christ.  It  is  also  possible  that  the  `strong'  have 
`grumbled'  over  the  prospects  of  losing  business  clientele  or  risking  their  social 
networks  if  they  do  not  attend  pagan  cultic  meals.  231  And  by  alluding  to  the 
`grumbling'  of  the  Israelites,  Paul  may  have  in  mind  such  possible  `grumbling'  of  the 
`strong'.  232 
The  danger  of  such  murmuring  is  that  of  destruction.  While  there  is  no 
mention  of  the  `destroyer'  (b  6%oepcu'trjc)  in  the  Numbers  passages  alluded  to  above 
in  the  LXX,  233  Paul  certainly  believes  in  such  an  agent,  234  and  very  possibly 
understands  the  `destroyer'  to  be  an  agent  of  God  who  is  sent  out  to  execute  God's 
punishment.  This  is  indicated  in  v  22,  where  Paul  rhetorically  asks  whether  the 
`strong'  are  provoking  the  Lord  to  jealousy.  The  question  of  `destruction'  in  the 
Numbers  passages  is  the  physical  destruction  of  the  complainants,  so  that  they  would 
not  enter  into  the  promised  land.  In  the  Corinthians'  case,  Paul  seems  to  be  referring 
to  an  eschatological  destruction,  that  is,  the  loss  of  one's  salvation.  This  is  seen  in  v 
11,  where  Paul  summarises  the  Israelites'  examples  by  setting  forth  the  purpose  for 
230  Thus  the  second  person  plural  imperative  yoyy  5  ctc  might  well  be  deliberate,  that  is,  to  exclude 
himself.  See  Fee  1987:  457,  nn36-37. 
231  This  has  been  a  hypothesis  of  Chow  (1992),  especially  83-166,  and  Clarke  (1993).  However, 
Meggitt  (1998)  has  viewed  otherwise,  even  though  his  counter-argument  is  not  without  problems.  See 
chapter  1.3  for  our  survey  of  the  various  scholars. 
232  Fee  1987:  457-58;  and  Hays  1997:  165. 
233  One  other  possible  passage  is  Num  17.1-11  where  the  Israelites  are  warned  against  complaining 
through  the  sprouting  staff  of  Aaron. 
234  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  206,  `The  Apostle  assumes  that  there  was  such  an  agent,  as  in  the  slaying 
of  the  firstborn  (tidv  6Xe0pcÜovca,  Exod  xii.  23),  and  in  the  plague  that  punished  David  (...  ),  and  in 
the  destruction  of  the  Assyrians  (...  )';  Barrett  1968:  226.  Cf.  Fee  1987:  457,  n38. 299 
which  these  events  were  recorded:  rtpdS  vovOeaiav  ýµwv  (`for  our  warning').  The 
word  7cpOg  indicates  the  purpose.  And  in  the  next  clause  dis  aug  tiä  'r  X  tiCov 
aiuSvcwv  xatii'vtirixcv  ('on  whom  the  ends  of  the  ages  have  arrived'),  Paul  sets  his 
argument  in  an  eschatological  perspective,  that  is,  the  Israelites'  wilderness  behaviour 
and  its  subsequent  destruction  have  been  written  down  for  the  present  generation 
(tiavtia  SE  tivIUticd5s  ßuvjßatvsv  ei  c  votg,  ...  ),  so  that  they  would  be  warned  and 
so  behave  in  a  way  that  does  not  provoke  God  to  jealousy  (cf.  10.22).  And  in  the  case 
of  the  Corinthians,  the  prospects  they  face  are  eschatological  because  the  ends  of  the 
ages  have  arrived  on  them.  35 
Paul's  use  of  the  various  Old  Testament  examples  reveals  a  pattern,  which  may 
be  described  in  the  following.  By  heaping  up  all  the  OT  examples,  Paul  shows  that  the 
Israelites  faced  destruction  because  their  idolatrous  behaviour  had  aroused  the  wrath  of 
God.  This  may  be  tabulated  as  follows: 
What  Israel  were  and  did  (1  Cor  10.1-  The  result  of  the  Israelites'  behaviour 
10) 
Our  ancestors  `enjoyed  salvation'  (vv  1-  God  was  not  pleased  with  most  of  them 
4);  and  they  were  struck  down  in  the  desert 
(v  5); 
They  craved  evil  (Ka0t0'S  izc  izcivot  God's  anger  was  aroused  against  them 
ýnc01'  41a'(xv,  v  6);  and  he  sent  a  plague  among  them  which 
killed  many  (cf.  Num  11.34); 
They  worshipped  the  golden  calf  (v  7);  The  Lord  was  angry  with  them  and  sent  a 
plague  among  them  (cf. Exod  32.35); 
They  engaged  in  sexual  immorality  (v  8a);  Twenty  three  thousand  fell  in  a  single  day 
(v  8b;  cf.  Num  25); 
235  The  exact  nuance  is  not  clear.  See  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  207  who  interpret  `ages'  as  the 
successive  periods  of  human  history  and  the  sum-total  of  its  end  has  come  to  us.  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  227 
who  posits  that  Paul  believes  he  and  the  Corinthians  are  living  in  the  `last  days'  of  world  history,  before 
the  coming  of  the  messianic  age.  Fee  1987:  459  offers  a  view-closer  to  that  of  Barrett  that  the  present 
`age'  is  the  `new  age'  begun  by  Jesus  Christ  through  his  death  and  resurrection.  Hence,  the  new  people 
of  God  are  the  people  of  the  `End'  times.  Cf.  Wright  1992:  447. 300 
They  tested  Christ  (v  9a);  They  were  destroyed  by  snakes  (v  9b); 
They  grumbled  (v  10a);  They  were  destroyed  by  the  destroyer  (v 
l  Ob). 
What  the  above  table  clearly  shows  is  that  in  every  case,  death  is  the  result. 
Even  where  Paul  does  not  mention  death  as  the  penalty,  their  OT  references  would 
explicitly  state  it.  That  such  a  result  or  penalty  seems  to  be  in  Paul's  mind  is  explicit 
in  v  12,  which  reads,  dSati£  6  8oizc5v  Eatiävcu  P%enkw  µrj  1t  a,  q  ('So  then,  let 
the  one  who  thinks  he/she  is  standing  watch  out  lest  he/she  fall').  236  This  warning 
summarises  the  story  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness  and  serves  as  a  direct  application  of 
the  Israelites'  experiences  to  the  situation  of  the  Corinthians.  It  seems  that  the  `strong' 
think  that  they  are  spiritually  secure,  and  they  therefore  do  not  have  to  fear  any 
consequences  of  their  behaviour.  They  think  (the  source  of  their  thought  is  clearly 
their  `knowledge'  or  theology)  idols  are  nothing  and  that  there  is  only  one  God  the 
Father  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  However,  Paul  is  now  telling  them  to  watch  out. 
For  the  Israelites  had  fallen  in  the  desert,  even  though  they  seemed  to  be  doing  well. 
The  `strong'  therefore  will  fall,  if  they  persist  in  their  idolatry.  What  they  face  at 
present  is  in  fact  a  testing  of  their  faithfulness  to  God.  The  solution  to  or  the  way  out 
of  the  current  problem  is  by  enslaving  oneself  to  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  a  theme 
which  will  be  discussed  in  the  next  chapter.  The  `strong'  will  do  well  by  giving  up 
their  rights  to  freely  and  unscrupulously  eat  idol-meat  in  the  pagan  temples.  Verse  13 
is  therefore  addressed  to  both  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'.  To  the  `strong',  visits  to  the 
pagan  temples  and  eating  idol-meat  before  the  pagan  Gods  constitute  a  partnership 
236  Gardner  1994:  152-53,  argues  that  Paul  is  here  speaking  in  covenant  language  and  that  Paul's  use  of 
the  term  UrnIgt  meant  that  he  believed  the  'strong'  thought  they  really  'had  complete  covenant 
security'.  See  also  Gundry-Volf  1990:  120-30  for  a  discussion  of  verse  12.  Gundry-Volf  argues  that  the 
`fall'  refers  to  the  loss  of  the  appearance  of  salvation.  However,  I  Cor  8-10  consistently  shows  that  the 
'strong'  have  salvation,  and  as  10.9  suggests  the  `strong'  in  fact  had  Christ  and  tested  him. 301 
with  `demons'.  It  is  an  act  of  `unfaithfulness'  to  the  true  God;  and  it  dishonours  the 
true  God  by  confusing  or  mixing  God  with  other  Gods/demons.  Further,  since  the 
`strong'  have  been  baptised  into  Christ  Jesus  and  are  participants  in  the  Lord's  Supper, 
by  becoming  `partners'  with  `demons',  they  in  fact  break  the  covenant  with  God 
through  Jesus  Christ,  through  whom  all  things  and  the  `strong'  come  into  existence  (cf. 
1  Cor  8.6b).  They  therefore  are  treading  on  highly  dangerous  ground.  The  address  to 
the  `weak'  is  that  what  they  face,  that  is,  their  struggle  with  their  `damaged 
conscience'  is  a  test  from  which  God  will  provide  a  way  out.  237  In  other  words,  God 
will  provide  a  `way  out'  to  both  the  `weak'  and  the  'strong'.  238  The  important  point 
for  both  groups  is  the  exhortation  in  v  14:  4EVyetc  äßö  tifiq  Ei&cAo%a  cptaS  ('flee 
from  idolatry').  239  Both  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'  must  resist  idolatry  by  fleeing 
from  it;  240  failing  which  they  will  face  God's  divine  punishment. 
Verse  22  explains  what  this  divine  punishment  is  all  about.  By  engaging  in 
idolatrous  behaviour,  Paul  argues,  the  `strong'  run  the  risk  of  incurring  the  jealousy  or 
zeal  (ýf  kog)  of  God.  The  word  irapaýr  Oco  means  `provoke  to  jealousy' 
. 
241  It 
refers  to  actions  that  arouse  God's  zeal  (ýf  %og).  In  the  previous  chapter  (5.4.1  and 
5.4.2),  we  saw  that  the  zeal  (ýfikoS)  for  the  Law  legitimated  the  violent  act  of  killing, 
since  the  Law  served  as  the  final  `court  of  appeal'  for  the  Diaspora  Jews.  We  also  saw 
Philo's  support  for  violent  action  as  a  legitimate  punishment  against  those  who 
237  Gundry-Volf  1990:  128-29. 
238  Conzelmann  1975:  169  takes  this  as  the  reference  to  the  eschatological  manifestation  and  liberation, 
that  is,  the  one  eschatological  salvation.  However,  v  14  makes  this  interpretation  unlikely. 
239  Barrett  1968:  91,  `...  God  will  never  allow  it  to  become  impossible  for  him  to  resist.  He  (the 
Christian)  must  resist,  and  he  must  not  put  his  trust  in  false  securities;  ... 
'  Cf.  Willis  1985a:  157-59;  and 
Fee  1987:  460-63. 
240  Fee  1987:  464  thinks  that  `the  way  out'  does  not  include  the  `headlong  pursuit  of  idolatry'; 
Robertson-Plummer  1911:  211,  however,  take  this  `flight'  as  the  sure  EK13aatc.  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  230. 
241  BAGD  616.  It  is  not  referring  to  the  general  idea  of  being  provoked  to  anger. 302 
violated  the  Law  (Spec  Leg  1.54-55).  Paul's  appeal  to  God's  `zeal'  might  well  be  to 
remind  the  Corinthian  Christians  that  even  though  the  Law  is  no  longer  a  `final  court 
of  appeal'  for  a  Diaspora  community  like  the  Corinthian  church,  God's  `zeal'  for  the 
faithfulness  of  his  `new  people'  can  still  mean  that  he  will  mete  out  the  `death'  penalty 
by  withholding  from  the  Corinthians  the  eschatological  salvation.  242  And  if  the 
`strong'  want  a  trial  of  `strength',  then  let  them  beware  that  the  Lord  is  stronger  (1  Cor 
10.22).  Thus,  by  setting  out  the  Israelites'  wilderness  experiences  of  idolatry  and 
subsequent  destruction  by  God,  Paul  brings  before  the  `strong'  the  danger  of  idolatry. 
The  danger  of  the  final  `disqualification'  and  God's  destruction  constitutes  two 
aspects.  On  the  one  hand,  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  is  `sinning'  against 
Christ  when  they  cause  the  `weak'  to  stumble  by  `sharing'  in  the  table  of  öcap.  dvtcc. 
By  sinning  against  Christ,  the  `strong'  are  putting  a  hindrance  in  the  way  of  the  gospel, 
which  has  implications  for  their  eschatological  salvation.  By  `sharing'  in  the  table  of 
Sat  tövta  they  have  betrayed  God  by  breaking  and  disregarding  the  new  covenant  in 
Christ;  they  have  dishonoured  the  true  God  by  mixing  him  with  other 
Gods/Satµdvtia.  They  therefore  incur  the  wrath  or  arouse  the  `zeal'  of  God.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Israelites'  own  idolatry  and  subsequent  destruction  are  an  indication 
that  God's  jealousy,  which  was  provoked  by  the  Israelites,  can  still  be  provoked  and  he 
can  still  mete  out  the  same  justice  to  the  idolatrous  Corinthians:  destruction.  This 
`destruction'  is  now  seen  or  interpreted  by  Paul  within  an  eschatological  perspective. 
Thus,  the  framework  for  defining  and  interpreting  idolatry  is  the  OT  examples,  not  the 
yvwatq  of  the  `strong'. 
242  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  228  who  comments,  `Moment  by  moment,  the  Christian  life  is  lived  by  faith  only, 
without  any  human  guarantee.  As  the  Israelites  were  lured  by  the  Moabite  women  into  fornication, 
idolatry,  and  so  into  destruction,  so  the  idolatry,  which  apparently  the  Corinthians,  secure  in  their 
sacramental  life,  thought  they  could  safely  trifle  with,  could  lead  them  into  fornication  and  destruction'. 303 
6.8  Summary  and  conclusion 
The  function  of  this  chapter  has  been  to  examine  the  differences  of  views 
between  Paul  and  the  `strong'.  We  have  looked  at  the  slogans  of  the  `strong'  and 
concluded  that  the  `strong'  hold  the  view  that  `idols  are  nothing'  and  that  there  is  only 
`one  God';  this  knowledge  was  modified  by  their  Christian  belief  as  seen  in  their 
confession  (cf.  6.3.3  above).  Their'yvc5atq  then  gives  rise  to  their  claim  to  ekooaia 
which  forms  the  basis  for  their  behaviour  of  attending  pagan  temples  and  eating  idol- 
meat  there.  Conceptually,  their  thought  on  the  `one  God'  parallels  the  conceptual 
overlap  concerning  the  true  God  found  in  Letter  ofAristeas  (chapter  4.3)  and 
Artapanus  (chapter  4.5).  Their  attendance  at  pagan  temples  parallels  the  examples 
seen  in  chapter  4.6. 
We  also  looked  at  Paul's  view  of  8atµ6vtia  and  his  use  of  the  concept 
elsewhere.  We  then  moved  on  to  look  at  his  position  on  idolatry.  We  have  examined 
the  use  of  the  term  Satµdvta  in  the  Septuagint  and  other  Pauline  epistles.  The 
overall  indication  of  these  texts  is  that  there  are  Gods  and  lords  in  heaven  and  on  earth, 
and  these  deities  are  probably  understood  to  be  similar  to  spiritual  beings  in  the  spirit 
realm.  The  Book  of  Tobit  provides  the  most  explicit  illustration  of  this  hypothesis. 
Further,  we  have  also  seen  that  Paul's  use  of  the  term  is  not  found  anywhere  else  in  his 
epistles.  However,  he  does  reflect  an  understanding  of  the  spirit  world  through  his 
reference  to  Satan,  the  realms  of  the  flesh  and  the  spirit,  and  his  suggestion  that  the 
`strong'  are  in  fact  entering  into  `partnership'  with  Sat  tövta  when  they  eat  idol-meat 
in  the  presence  of  the  pagan  Gods.  He  can  agree  with  the  `strong'  over  the  doctrine  of 
the  `one  God'  and  the  fact  that  `idols  are  nothing',  but  he  differs  from  the  `strong'  over 
their  application  of  such  knowledge.  While  Paul  may  hold  a  belief  in  the  existence  of 
Saaµdvta  he  seems  to  make  a  distinction  between  idols  (FAM%a)  and  `demons' 304 
(Satµdvt(x).  We  have  argued  that  Paul's  view  of  idols  follows  the  traditional  Jewish 
position  on  idols.  For  him,  idols  are  dead,  without  life,  and  insignificant  -  they  are 
nothing!  But  because  of  the  fact  that  the  idols  in  fact  represent  the  Gods  or  evil  spirits 
behind  the  idols,  there  are  dangers  in  eating  idol-meat  in  the  pagan  temple  or  before 
the  pagan  Gods.  Paul  therefore  sets  out  the  danger  of  idolatry  by  showing  that  their 
idolatrous  behaviour,  when  it  causes  fellow  believers  to  fall,  is  tantamount  to  `sinning' 
against  Christ  because  they  have  by  their  behaviour  put  a  hindrance  in  the  way  of  the 
gospel.  What  this  means  is  that  Paul  is  now  setting  before  the  `strong'  a  new 
paradigm,  which  is  Christ.  Simultaneously,  Paul  also  intertextually  alludes  to  the 
Israelites'  idolatrous  examples  and  shows  the  `strong'  that  the  Israelites  were  punished 
for  their  idolatrous  behaviour,  even  though  they  appeared  to  be  doing  well.  The 
`strong'  therefore  have  no  guarantee  against  God's  just  punishment,  if  they  persist  in 
idolatrous  behaviour.  Their  baptism  and  participation  in  the  Lord's  Supper  do  not 
exclude  them  from  God's  jealousy,  and  therefore  punishment.  Thus,  Paul  establishes 
the  OT  examples  as  the  framework  for  defining  and  interpreting  the  idolatrous 
behaviour  of  the  `strong'. 
Several  definitions  of  idolatry  appear  to  be  operative  in  Paul's  thought:  (1) 
worship  of  other  Gods/alien  cult  through  `unfaithfulness'  to  the  true  God  and  breach 
of  the  covenant;  (2)  dishonouring  the  true  God  through  the  cognitive  error  of  mixing  or 
confusing  God  with  other  Gods/Satµdvta;  wrong  kinds  of  worship/intention  (by 
eating  in  an  idol's  presence). 
What  this  chapter  shows  is  that  Paul,  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak'  do  agree  on 
some  areas  of  belief,  but  they  also  differ  over  how  they  apply  their  knowledge.  All 
three  parties  clearly  agree  that  there  is  `one  God'  and  idols  are  nothing  in  the  world. 
This  particular  area  of  agreement  parallels  chapters  two  and  three,  where  we  saw  the 305 
widespread  condemnation  of  idolatry  in  both  the  LXX  and  some  Diaspora  Jews. 
Throughout,  the  first  two  commandments  appear  prominent.  The  pattern  in  the  LXX 
reveals  the  subtle  differentiation  between  misrepresenting  Yahweh  and  the  worship  of 
alien  cults.  Whereas  the  Diaspora  Jews  examined  in  chapter  three  reveals  that  very 
strict  definitions  are  adopted  for  condemning  idols  and  idol-makers.  Thus,  Paul  and 
the  `weak'  clearly  parallel  those  examples  found  in  chapters  two  and  three,  although 
Paul  goes  further  in  his  belief  that  Satµövta  are  real.  The  `strong'  differ  from  the 
two  in  that  while  they  believe  in  `one  God'  and  that  `idols  are  nothing',  they  consider 
their  action  harmless  because  all  the  idols  are  nothing.  There  is  only  `one  God'  and 
they  are  `free'  in  Christ.  Thus,  they  clearly  do  not  adopt  those  definitions  operating  in 
Paul  and  the  `weak'.  Instead,  they  parallel  such  Diaspora  Jews  like  Pseudo-Aristeas, 
Artapanus,  and  the  like.  Further,  their  non-condemning  attitude  might  reflect  a 
possible  awareness  of  the  LXX  ban  on  reviling  other  people's  Gods  in  Exod  22.27. 
These  three  parties  show  that  the  definitions  set  out  in  chapter  two  do  not 
always  operate  as  a  package.  And  different  Jews  can  adopt  different  definitions  of 
idolatry.  The  above  raises  the  question  of  who  is  to  decide  what  is  the  right  or 
appropriate  behaviour  with  regard  to  idolatry.  In  other  words,  it  is  a  question  of 
authority.  The  other  question  Paul's  argument  raises  is  that  of  `freedom'  in  Christ. 
How  should  the  `strong'  exercise  their  right  (Lýovat(x)  since  they  are  `free'  in 
Christ.  243  1  Cor  9  is  set  between  1  Cor  8  and  10  for  this  important  purpose:  Paul's 
defence  of  his  apostolic  authority  so  as  to  set  himself  as  the  authoritative  example  to 
the  `strong'.  This  is  the  subject  of  the  next  chapter. 
243  Cf.  I  Cor  10.23,  where  Paul  seems  to  echo  the  repeated  use  of  2tdvut  gkcatty  by  the  `strong'. 
This  same  claim  is  also  seen  in  6.12,7COLV'LOC  got  UUca'ttv... 
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CHAPTER  SEVEN 
PAUL'S  APOSTOLIC  AUTHORITY  AND  EXAMPLE 
7.1  Introduction 
In  chapter  six,  we  have  looked  at  Paul's  view  of  idolatry  and  his  position  on  the 
behaviour  of  the  `strong'  with  regard  to  idol-meat.  We  have  also  demonstrated  how 
the  definitions  of  idolatry  set  up  in  chapter  two  apply  to  the  two  positions.  Our 
analysis  shows  that  Paul  adopts  a  strict  `modified'  Jewish  stance  on  idolatry:  idolatry 
can  lead  to  the  loss  of  one's  eschatological  salvation.  But  the  same  cannot  be  said 
about  the  `strong',  whose  knowledge  serves  as  the  basis  for  their  `freedom'  to  attend 
pagan  temples,  eat  idol-meat,  and  even  engage  in  idolatrous  rituals.  And  while  the 
`strong'  appeal  to  the  Jewish  Shema,  Paul  appeals  to  `re-interpreted'  biblical  history  as 
the  framework  for  judging  such  a  conflict.  Having  compared  both  Paul's  position  on 
idolatry  and  that  of  the  `strong',  one  matter  remains:  what  then  is  the  function  of  1  Cor 
9?  Is  Paul's  authority  in  any  way  related  to  what  he  is  arguing  in  1  Cor  8  and  10? 
This  calls  for  an  examination  of  Paul's  authority,  which  is  the  primary  issue  of  1  Cor  9. 
If  Paul's  authority  is  an  issue  in  1  Cor  9,  does  it  then  suggest  that  the  battle 
over  idolatry  hinges  on  who  has  the  final  `say'  on  what  constitutes  idolatry?  And  if  the 
definitions  of  idolatry  depend  on  who  makes  the  final  decision,  does  1  Cor  9  not  also 
serve  as  a  way  in  which  Paul  seeks  to  re-affirm  his  apostolic  authority?  In  other 
words,  is  1  Cor  9a  defence  of  Paul's  authority  as  an  apostle?  But  is  Paul's  apostolic 
authority  being  challenged  in  Corinth?  '  This  will  require  an  examination  of  not  only  1 
Cor  9,  but  also  1  Cor  1-4.  In  1  Cor  11.1,  Paul  urges  the  Corinthians  to  be  imitators  of 
him.  What  does 
.1 
Cor  9  have  to  say  about  this?  In  other  words,  is  Paul  presenting 
1  As  the  criticism  of  or  challenge  to  Paul's  authority  is  an  issue  in  I  Cor,  such  a  challenge  could  serve  as 
a  foundation  for  later  or  further  challenge  to  Paul's  authority.  However,  although  it  could  be  valuable  to 
look  at  2  Cor  10-13  to  see  how  this  might  be  the  case,  I  will  not  look  at  this  question  as  2  Cor  10-13 
probably  represents  a  later,  and  most  likely,  different  development  as  a  result  of  the  false  apostles' 
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himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'?  And  if  so,  what  sort  of  example  is  he  trying  to 
set  for  the  `strong'? 
Although  the  unity  of  1  Cor  8-  10  has  posed  a  challenge,  once  the  question  of 
the  function  of  1  Cor  9  is  settled,  its  place  in  1  Cor  8-10  would  become  apparent.  It  is 
sufficient  at  this  juncture  to  say  that  the  scholarly  view  which  takes  1  Cor  9  as  a 
digression  or  excursus2  is  now  less  accepted  and  that  recent  scholarship  tends  to  accept 
the  unity  of  these  chapters. 
7.2  Is  1  Cor  9  Paul's  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority? 
There  are  basically  two  views  on  1  Cor  9.  The  first  regards  1  Cor  9  as  Paul's 
defence  of  his  apostolic  authority  (henceforth  `defence').  The  second  argues  that  Paul 
is  setting  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'  to  give  up  their  rights  to  eat  idol-meat, 
by  showing  that  he  has  himself  given  up  his  rights  to  material  support  (henceforth 
`example')  4 
Willis  has  proposed  that  in  1  Cor  9.1-14  Paul  is  not  arguing  for  his  `rights',  but 
from  it,  to  set  himself  as  an  example  to  the  Corinthians.  5  Citing  Weiss,  Willis  argues 
that  verses  1  and  2  are  too  brief  for  an  actual  defence.  6  Since  the  rhetorical  questions 
2  E.  g.  Weiss  1910:  xliii,  231;  Robertson-Plummer  1914:  xxiv;  Barrett  1968:  219;  Hering  1962:  xiii-xiv; 
and  Schmithals  1971:  93.  Schmithals  splits  I  Cor  9  up  into  two  with  9.1-23  belonging  to  Epistle  B, 
while  9.24-27  belongs  to  Epistle  A. 
3  See  for  example  the  arguments  for  the  unity  of  these  chapters  by  Hurd  1965:  131-42;  Conzelmann 
1975:  137;  and  Fee  1987:  357-63.  Cf.  Willis  1985b:  33-48  who  bases  his  argument  about  the  function  of 
I  Cor  9  on  the  unity  of  chapters  8-10;  and  Mitchell  1991:  249f  who  takes  1  Cor  9  as  a  digression  in  terms 
of  it  making  a  comparison  or  amplifying  a  given  point  in  the  argument,  but  prefers  to  term  it  `an 
exemplary  argument'.  However,  not  all  recent  scholars  have  accepted  the  unity  of  these  chapters;  cf. 
Yeo  1995:  73-83  who  represents  recent  scholarship  which  continues  to  prefer  the  partition  theory.  Yeo 
has  tried  to  develop  his  own  by  suggesting  that  there  are  letters  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  and  F.  For  him,  I  Cor 
9.24-10.22  belongs  to  letter  B;  1  Cor  8.1-13,9.19-13,10.23-11.1  belong  to  letter  C,  while  I  Cor  9.1-18 
belongs  to  letter  E.  The  rest  of  the  epistle  is  variously  contained  in  these  letters. 
4  Few  scholars  hold  the  view  that  both  purposes  are  present  in  1  Cor  9;  cf.  Martin  1990:  83  who  accepts 
that  I  Cor  9  is  both  a  defence  and  an  example,  but  takes  the  position  that  it  is  a  fictitious  defence  against 
fictitious  opponents.  Horrell  1996:  205  is  probably  the  only  modem  scholar  who  takes  both  purposes 
seriously.  See  further  below  on  the  double  purpose. 
s  Willis  1985b:  40.  Willis'  work,  clearly,  provided  support  to  Mitchell's  more  elaborated  hypothesis. 
6  Willis  1985b:  34;  Weiss  1910:  233. 308 
in  these  verses  assume  a  positive  response,  and  since  Paul  has  stated  that  the 
Corinthians  are  the  seal  of  his  apostleship,  the  ditoXo'yia  cannot  be  a  defence.  7 
Further,  Willis  takes  the  participle  toiq  d  vaicpivouaty  in  1  Cor  9.3  to  be  future,  so 
that  the  statement  is  rendered  `my  defence  to  those  who  would  examine  me'.  Thus, 
`Paul  is  anticipating  criticism  rather  than  answering  a  previous  complaint'.  Willis 
argues  that  Paul's  rights  have  already  been  strongly  established  so  that  he  is  able  to 
make  something  of  his  renunciation  of  them.  1  Cor  9.4-14  are  not  meant  to  establish 
Paul's  right  to  support,  but  to  remind  his  readers  of  the  established  fact  of  his 
authority.  8  They  are  therefore  not  a  defence  of  his  authority  but  meant  to  allow  him  to 
show  that  he  has  given  up  his  rights  and  so  set  himself  as  an  example  to  the 
Corinthians.  9 
Although  Willis  is  right  that  in  1  Cor  9.9-23  Paul  is  setting  himself  as  an 
example  to  the  Corinthians,  he  seems  to  suggest  at  several  points  that  Paul  is 
establishing  his  rights  so  as  to  show  that  he  has  renounced  them.  1°  But  why  should 
Paul  establish  his  rights  if  they  are  not  called  into  question?  "  Further,  Willis' 
treatment  of  the  two  words,  äiro%oyia  and  dvaicpivw,  is  inadequate  in  that  he  does 
not  take  into  account  the  larger  context  of  the  letter  as  a  whole.  And  Fee's  main 
counter  arguments  to  Willis  are  noteworthy:  (1)  the  crisis  of  Paul's  authority  could  lie 
behind  much  of  the  letter  (e.  g.  4.1-5,5-6,14.36-37),  which  is  suggested  by  1  Cor  1- 
7  Willis  1985b:  34. 
8  Willis  1985b:  35. 
9  This  is  somewhat  similar,  though  not  exactly  identical,  to  Mitchell's  argument  that  Paul  calls  his 
argument  a  `defence'  in  order  to  justify  using  himself  as  an  example  for  the  Corinthians  (see  below). 
10  For  example,  `Paul  has  established  his  rights  so  strongly  so  that  ... 
'  (35),  and  towards  the  end  of  the 
essay,  `...  Paul  establishes  at  length  an  i  ovßta  which  he  will  not  use,...  '  (40).  Thus,  Horrell  1996:  204 
understands  Willis  to  be  saying  that  `Paul  establishes  his  rights  (e  ova{a)  as  an  apostle  in  order  to 
emphasise  the  fact  that  he  has  given  them  up,  so  as  not  to  place  any  hindrance  (kyxolttj)  in  the  way  of 
the  gospel'. 
11  Barrett  1968:  200  observes,  `It  is  also  true  that  Paul  would  hardly  have  spent  so  long  on  the  question  of 
apostolic  rights  if  his  own  apostolic  status  had  not  been  questioned  in  Corinth'. 309 
4;  12  (2)  contrary  to  Willis's  argument  that  1  Cor  9.1-2  show  that  Paul's  authority  is  not 
being  questioned,  ckX?  4  ye  vµiv  in  fact  points  in  the  opposite  direction;  and  (3) 
although  Paul  states  that  the  Corinthians  are  the  seal  of  his  apostleship,  Willis's 
argument  is  insensitive  to  the  problem  of  1.12,  or  indeed  4.1-21,  or  2  Cor  as  a  whole.  13 
Willis's  view  is  taken  up  by  Mitchell  who,  in  her  book,  Paul  and  the  Rhetoric 
of  Reconciliation,  argues  that  attempts  to  see  1  Cor  9  as  true  defence  had  failed.  14  For 
her,  1  Cor  9  constitutes  a  `mock  defense  speech'  in  which  Paul  presents  himself  as  the 
`example  of  the  proper  non-divisive,  conciliatory  behavior'  for  the  Corinthians  to 
follow.  15  She  argues  that  the  term  ähto%oyia  in  9.3  has  received  a  somewhat 
mistaken  forensic  focus,  whose  advocates  have  failed  to  analyse  1  Cor  9  as  a  true 
defence  against  real  charges.  16  The  only  possible  charge  which  anyone  reading  1  Cor 
9  can  reconstruct  is  `an  historically  implausible  one:  that  Paul  did  not  take  the 
Corinthians'  money'  (emphasis  original).  '?  This  is  because  she  views  this 
reconstruction  to  be  `scarcely  possible'  and  that  even  if  it  was  historically  feasible,  the 
argument  of  1  Cor  9  does  not  constitute  an  `appropriate  rhetorical  defense'  against 
such  a  charge.  Mitchell  concludes  that  in  1  Cor  9  Paul  calls  his  rhetorical  response  a 
`defence'  in  order  to  justify  his  use  of  himself  as  an  example  to  the  Corinthians.  18  The 
double  purpose  advocated  by  some  scholars,  i.  e.  1  Cor  9  as  both  a  defence  and  Paul's 
example  to  the  Corinthians,  is  dubbed  the  `dubious  "kill  two  birds  with  one  stone"'  by 
12  So  Fee  1987:  393. 
13  Fee  1987:  394,  n10.  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  152-53  who  implausibly  argues  that  the  form  of  expression 
in  1  Cor  9.3  shows  that  in  I  Cor  9  Paul  is  defending  himself  against  opponents  from  outside  the 
Corinthian  community. 
14  Mitchell  1991:  244,  n330. 
15  Mitchell  1991:  130.  Her  position  is  being  followed  by  Witherington  111  1995:  203. 
16  Mitchell  1991:  244. 
17  Mitchell  1991:  246 
18  Mitchell  1991:  246. 310 
her.  19  In  a  lengthy  footnote,  2°  she  argues  that  her  own  attempts  to  analyse  1  Cor  9  as  a 
true  defence  have  yielded  no  convincing  proof  in  that  the  `charge  and  issue  of  the  case 
tend  to  disappear'.  21  She  outlines  three  possibilities:  (1)  that  Paul  did  not  take  the 
Corinthians'  money;  (2)  that  Paul  is  not  an  apostle;  and  (3)  that  it  is  a  piece  of  forensic 
rhetoric. 
On  the  first,  which  is  a  charge,  she  argues  that  Paul  would  seem  to  admit  to  the 
charged  act,  based  on  1  Cor  9.12  and  15,  but  dispute  that  it  is  illegal.  But  in  1  Cor  9.4- 
11,13-14,  Paul  seems  to  be  arguing  the  opposite,  i.  e.  that  even  if  he  did  take  the 
money,  it  would  have  been  legal.  And  at  the  end  of  verse  15,  it  can  only  be  concluded 
that  if  Paul  had  indeed  taken  the  Corinthians'  money,  it  would  have  been  perfectly 
legitimate  and  therefore  no  defence  would  be  required  since  he  had  the  eýou  to  to  do 
it.  22  This  line  of  reasoning  is  not  necessarily  persuasive.  For  Paul's  apostolic  authority 
could  well  have  been  questioned  because  the  Corinthians  find  his  manual  labour  to  be 
reflective  of  his  negative  attitude  towards  accepting  material  support.  And  Paul's 
insistence  on  his  rights  to  material  support  would  serve  to  counter  the  Corinthians' 
perception  of  his  attitude.  Thus,  Paul  may  be  saying  that  because  he  personally 
believes  that,  as  an  apostle,  he  is  entitled  to  material  support,  the  questioning  of  his 
apostolic  authority  by  the  Corinthians  is  groundless.  The  only  difference  in  his  case  is 
that  he  is  not  claiming  that  right. 
19  Mitchell  1991:  244. 
20  Mitchell  1991:  244,  n330. 
21  Mitchell  1991:  245. 
22  1  Cor  9  can  neither  be  the  `proof  of  a  conjectural  issue'  nor  a  way  in  which  Paul  tries  to  defend 
himself  against  a  charge  by  shifting  responsibility  for  his  act  of  not  taking  the  Corinthians'  money  to  the 
reason  that  he  acted  from  dvdyKrl  (Mitchell  1991:  245). 311 
On  the  second  charge,  Mitchell  argues  that  none  of  the  expected  arguments  are 
present  in  1  Cor  923  On  the  contrary,  the  proofs  of  Paul's  apostolate  are  `presented 
bluntly  and  explicitly  as  common  principles  in  1  Cor  9.1-3'.  Paul's  apostleship  is  the 
foundation  upon  which  he  builds  his  exemplary  argument,  not  the  goal  of  his 
argument.  24  But  her  argument  can  run  both  ways.  It  could  be  equally  argued  that 
Paul  is  presenting,  bluntly  and  explicitly,  his  apostleship  in  1  Cor  9.1-3  precisely 
because  it  has  been  challenged;  and  moves  on  in  9.4ff  to  the  issue  which  is  currently 
causing  the  Corinthians  to  doubt  him.  Further,  the  `expected  arguments'  in  2  Cor  11- 
12.13  could  possibly  have  developed  from  the  already  tense  relationship  between  Paul 
and  the  Corinthians  when  1  Cor  was  written. 
On  the  third  possibility,  Mitchell  sees  no  evidence  for  a  forensic  rhetoric  but 
that  the  points  in  Paul's  argument  in  1  Cor  9.19-27  are  all  hortatory  in  character  and 
cannot  be  viewed  as  Paul's  defence.  Instead,  they  point  more  to  the  fact  that  Paul  is 
there  using  his  own  personal  behaviour  as  an  example  to  the  Corinthians.  Mitchell's 
final  counter  argument  is  that  there  are  no  comparable  examples  in  ancient  literature  in 
which  a  self-defence  speech  also  functions  as  an  appeal  to  one's  own  example.  Paul 
calls  his  exemplary  argument  a  `defence'  because  he  knows  the  risk  involved  in  using 
himself  as  the  example  for  the  Corinthians'  imitation.  25 
However,  Paul  appears  to  be  quite  capable  of  inventing  his  own  arguments  and 
it  is  entirely  possible  for  him  to  include  both  the  defence  of  his  apostleship  and  his 
apostolic  example  for  the  `strong'.  After  all,  if  he  is  seeking  to  set  his  own  lifestyle  as 
23  She  compares  such  `expected  arguments'  to  those  found  in  2  Cor  11-12.13  in  a  parenthesis. 
24  Nor  is  I  Cor  9a  defence  against  the  charge  that  Paul  is  being  inconsistent,  for,  to  Mitchell's  mind, 
Paul's  free  admission  is  no  defence  at  all.  However,  Mitchell  seems  to  be  saying  that  Paul  is  admitting 
to  the  charge  that  he  is  being  inconsistent,  which  would  make  I  Cor  9a  poor  defence.  The  problem  with 
this  view  is  that  Mitchell  has  yet  to  establish  that  there  is  a  charge  of  inconsistency. 
Zs  Mitchell  1991:  246-47.  Mitchell  sees  such  use  of  oneself  as  an  example  for  imitation  paralleled  in 
antiquity  such  as  Isoc.  Or  15.8  (1991:  246,  n335). 312 
an  example,  he  would  certainly  need  to  ensure  that  his  apostolic  authority  remains 
recognised  by  the  Corinthians.  And,  as  noted  above,  since  much  of  the  letter  appears 
to  reflect  disagreement  between  Paul  and  the  Corinthians,  it  is  not  impossible  that 
some  might  have  called  into  question  his  authority  as  an  apostle.  26  This  can  be  seen  in 
the  party  division  in  chapters  1-4  where  the  Corinthians  attach  themselves  to  different 
leaders.  Those  who  call  themselves  followers  of  a  leader  other  than  Paul  would 
certainly  have  viewed  Paul  as  less  authoritative  than  their  own  leader,  if  not  without 
authority  altogether. 
A  slightly  different  view  is  held  by  Martin  who  argues  that  1  Cor  9  is  a  poor 
defence,  if  it  is  defence  at  all.  7  For  he  finds  reading  1  Cor  9  as  a  defence  makes  it 
difficult  to  fit  in  with  the  issue  of  idol-meat  in  chapters  8  and  10.  Rather,  it  functions 
basically  as  an  example,  not  a  defence  of  Paul's  apostleship,  and  is  a  digression  in  the 
form  of  a  defence.  28  Using  the  metaphor  of  slavery,  Martin  argues  that  Paul  is 
introducing  an  alternative  way  of  looking  at  his  work,  i.  e.  he  is  a  manual  labourer  who 
works  under  compulsion  and  unwillingly  and  therefore  does  not  expect  any  wages 
because  Christ  has  given  him  the  trust  of  a  steward.  29  It  is  Paul  himself  who  raised  the 
subject  of  his  refusal  of  material  support;  since  he  knows  that  his  refusal  would  be 
unacceptable  to  the  Corinthians,  he  puts  the  chapter  as  a  defence.  In  other  words,  he  is 
defending  himself  proleptically  against  possible  accusations  against  him.  0  Thus,  in  1 
Cor  9  Paul  is  putting  up  a  `fictitious',  `rhetorical',  defence  of  himself  for  refusing  to 
live  like  the  other  apostles  and  for  rejecting  the  church's  material  support.  By 
26  Thus,  Fee  1987:  362  posits  that  one  of  the  four  points  the  Corinthians  have  made  in  their  letter  to  Paul 
includes  the  question  whether  Paul  has  the  `proper  apostolic  authority'  to  decide  on  the  issue  of  idol- 
meat. 
27  Martin  1990:  77. 
28  Martin  1990:  77. 
29  Martin  1990:  72. 
30  Martin  1990:  78. 313 
demonstrating  his  own  status  as  one  who  has  given  up  his  rights  to  material  support 
and  as  a  leader  who  works  as  a  manual  labourer,  Paul  is  showing  that  `conventional 
status  indicators  are  overturned  in  Christian  form  of  leadership'.  3  1  For  Martin,  1  Cor  9 
is  both  a  defence  and  an  example,  but  the  defence  is  a  fictitious  one.  The  opponents 
are  themselves  fictitious,  created  for  Paul's  own  rhetorical  purposes.  32  Such  a  theory 
does  not  take  into  account  the  vigour  of  Paul's  rhetorical  questions,  as  Fee  has  noted, 
in  verses  1-12  where  one  rhetorical  question  after  another  are  being  issued,  with  a  total 
of  16  in  all.  33  Further,  the  tone  of  Paul's  argument  is  too  vigorous  for  Martin's 
fictitious  theory  to  be  possible.  And  Chow's  thesis  is  valid  that  the  Corinthians  could 
possibly  have  been  offended  by  Paul's  refusal  to  accept  material  support  from  them,  as 
they  view  the  reception  of  material  support  as  one  of  the  marks  of  a  true  apostle,  hence 
their  questioning  of  Paul's  apostleship.  34  Therefore  Paul's  defence  would  be  real. 
We  will  now  turn  to  re-consider  the  evidence  in  1  Cor  9.  In  9.1,  Paul  poses 
several  questions:  `Am  I  not  free?  Am  I  not  an  apostle?  Have  I  not  seen  Jesus  our 
Lord?  Are  you  not  my  work  in  the  Lord?  These  questions  all  begin  with  ovx  or 
of  t,  which  shows  that  Paul  expects  the  answers  to  be  in  the  affirmative,  35  which 
indicates  his  own  belief  that  he  is  `free',  an  `apostle',  that  he  has  indeed  seen  the  risen 
Lord,  and  that  the  existence  of  the  Corinthian  Christian  community  is  the  result  of  his 
work.  But  why  should  Paul  be  asking  these  questions  if  there  is  no  challenge  to  his 
3!  Martin  1990:  80. 
32  Martin  1990:  83. 
33  Fee  1987:  392,  nl. 
34  Chow  1992:  107-10;  Chow's  thesis  suggests  that  the  opponents  are  real  and  therefore  Paul's  defence  is 
equally  real.  However,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  accept  that  those  Corinthians  who  have  been 
offended  by  Paul  are  rich  and  powerful  patrons  in  Corinth. 
35  This  does  not  mean  that  the  Corinthians  would  necessarily  respond  in  the  positive,  i.  e.  Paul  could  be 
rhetorically  manipulating  them  into  a  `yes'  response.  And  this  is  where  Willis  1985b:  34  misunderstands 
the  function  of  the  word  ov,  which  merely  tells  us  that  the  question  expects  a  positive  answer,  but  does 
not  tell  us  that  the  respondent  believes  the  answer  to  be  so. 314 
`freedom',  `apostleship',  the  claim  that  he  has  seen  the  risen  Lord,  and  even  his 
ministry  in  Corinth?  In  1  Cor  8.13,  Paul  has  stated  that  he  would  never  eat  meat  again 
if  food  is  a  reason  for  a  fellow  Christian  to  stumble.  Later,  in  1  Cor  9.19,  he  says  that 
he  is  willing  to  allow  himself  to  be  a  slave  to  all,  even  though  he  is  `free'  with  regard 
to  all.  This  might  suggest  that  he  has  practised  this  principle  of  not  eating  meat  before, 
a  practice  which  has  possibly  caused  some  Corinthians  to  question  his  `freedom', 
which  also  has  implications  for  his  `apostleship'  since  he  has  taken  up  manual  labour, 
an  act  which  makes  him  appear  less  than  free,  as  an  apostle  should  be  free  from 
earning  his  own  living.  In  his  Social  Context  of  Paul's  Ministry,  R.  F.  Hock  identifies 
four  possible  means  of  support  which  a  philosopher  in  Paul's  day  could  draw  on.  They 
are  charging  fees,  entering  a  household  of  the  socially  able  and  influential,  begging, 
and  working.  36  Of  these,  Paul  has  clearly  adopted  one,  that  is,  working.  The 
Corinthians,  as  we  have  seen,  are  divided  under  different  personalities  whom  they 
seem  to  be  proud  of,  claiming,  `I  am  of  Peter',  `I  am  of  Apollos',  and  the  like.  37  And  if 
they  take  pride  in  their  leaders,  they  would  likely  consider  the  acceptance  of  their 
support  by  their  leaders  to  be  an  acceptance  of  them  (cf. 2  Cor  11.7-11).  Being  their 
apostle,  Paul  not  only  refuses  financial  support  from  the  Corinthians,  but  also  takes  on 
manual  labour,  an  act  which  might  give  the  impression  that  the  Corinthians  cannot 
afford  to  support  their  apostle.  38  Marshall  says  that  the  Corinthians'  offer  of  support  to 
Paul  is  a  gesture  of  friendship;  and  when  Paul  rejects  it  he  virtually  rejects  their 
friendship.  39  Holmberg  says  `it  is  difficult  for  the  Corinthians  not  to  draw  the 
36  Hock  1980:  52-59. 
"1  Cor  4.6,  Iva  µrj  eis  veep  tiov  L-vdq  4vatovaOs  Katid  tov  L't  pov. 
38  Martin  1990:  70;  Horrell  1996:  214-15. 
39  Marshall  1987:  165-258;  cf.  Chow  1992:  108-9.  However,  Marshall  and  Chow's  identification  of  the 
Corinthians  with  the  rich  and  powerful  patrons  is  not  necessary,  as  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  this. 
Further,  the  recent  work  of  Meggitt  (1998)  has  convincingly  put  forward  the  theory  that  almost  all  of  the 315 
conclusion  that  they  were  less  respected  and  loved  by  Paul'  40  Thus,  Paul's  behaviour 
constitutes  an  offence  to  the  Corinthians.  Further,  the  understanding  of  the  Corinthians 
concerning  apostles  is  that  they  do  not  take  up  manual  labour  but  depend  on  others, 
particularly  the  church,  for  their  living.  When  Paul  fails  to  do  both,  that  is,  accepting 
financial  support  and  not  working,  it  is  only  natural  that  the  Corinthians  begin  to 
question  his  apostolic  authority;  that  is,  he  does  not  measure  up  to  the  standards  of  an 
apostle.  Paul's  statement  that  he  and  Barnabas  are  entitled  not  to  work  for  a  living 
serves  as  an  argument  against  such  a  perception  of  his  apostolic  authority.  In  1  Cor 
4.9-13,  Paul  speaks  about  God  exhibiting  the  apostles  as  the  last  of  all.  All  the 
weaknesses  and  social  lowliness  mentioned  seem  to  be  the  results  of  Paul's  manual 
labour  mentioned  in  v  12.  As  Horrell  rightly  observes,  `(T)his  is  the  only  place  where 
Paul  specifically  mentions  "that  his  work  is  actually  manual  labour"...  '.  1  And  this  is 
further  corroborated  by  what  he  says  in  1  Thess  2.9  that  he  worked  night  and  day  in 
order  not  to  be  a  burden  to  the  believers.  2  But  to  the  Corinthians,  an  apostle  was 
supposed  to  be  `free'  from  manual  labour  and  should  depend  on  the  church  for  support. 
Thus,  Paul  begins  1  Cor  9  with  questions  about  his  status.  43  But  could  this  be  a  `mock 
defence',  or  a  `fictitious  defence',  as  Mitchell  and  Martin  respectively  would  call  it?  If 
we  take  the  view  that  Paul's  authority  is  not  being  questioned  but  the  `defence'  is  a 
`mock'  or  `fictitious'  defence,  we  would  have  to  ask  why  Paul  should  be  so  specific  in 
his  rhetorical  questions.  Why  does  Paul  think  that  his  authority  might  be  questioned,  if 
people  in  first-century  Roman  empire  were  abjectly  poor.  This  has  effectively  reduced  the  force  of  the 
theory  of  patronage. 
40  Holmberg  1978:  95.  Holmberg  also  states  that  Paul's  reluctance  to  receive  support  from  the 
Corinthian  church  led  to  deeper  mistrust  which  eventually  broke  out  in  open  conflict  (e.  g.  2  Cor  10-13). 
"  Horrell  1996:  203.  See  also  further  discussion  in  Thiselton  2000:  363-64. 
42  Cf.  Holmberg  1978:  89-93. 
43  Barrett  1968:  199-200  points  out  that  what  Paul  says  in  8.13  might  invite  the  Corinthians  to  question 
his  authority  as  an  apostle,  particularly  when  `spiritual  liberty'  was  their  catchword.  Although  this 
makes  the  defence  appear  more  like  an  anticipatory  one,  Barrett  is  of  the  opinion  that  Paul's  own  status 
as  an  apostle  had  been  questioned. 316 
what  he  has  done  in  1  Cor  8  is  only  to  suggest  to  the  Corinthians,  when  they  eat  idol- 
meat,  to  consider  those  whose  conscience  is  weak?  Why  does  he  not  pose  questions  or 
make  statements  along  the  line  of  love,  such  as  he  has  done  in  1  Cor  13?  Barrett 
describes  the  style  of  Paul  as  `counter-attacks  in  the  vigorous  debating  style  of  the 
diatribe'.  4  Indeed,  the  questions  suggest  this;  the  larger  context  of  the  letter  proves  it 
very  likely  an  actual  questioning  of  Paul's  apostolic  authority  is  present.  Since  being 
an  eye-witness  of  the  earthly  Jesus  is  one  of  the  criteria  of  an  apostle'45  the  question, 
`have  I  not  seen  Jesus  our  Lord?  '  becomes  necessary.  The  specificity  of  the  questions 
in  fact  betrays  the  possibility  that  the  opponents  of  Paul  have  cast  doubts  on  his 
apostleship  by  questioning  his  claim  of  having  seen  the  Lord.  And  Paul  has  gone  a 
step  further  by  arguing  that  the  Corinthians  themselves  are  a  proof  of  his  apostolic 
work.  `Are  you  not  my  work  in  the  Lord?  '  is  rhetorically  posed  since  Paul  knows 
there  is  only  one  answer,  and  that  is  also  the  only  answer  the  Corinthians  can  give  46 
And  the  double  answer  in  verse  2  makes  these  questions  even  more  crucial.  And  such 
questions  would  be  redundant  if  his  apostolic  authority  has  not  been  questioned  47 
44  Barrett  1968:  200;  cf.  Epictetus  iii.  22.38  where  freedom  is  the  characteristic  theme  of  the  wandering 
Cynic  preacher  who  asks,  `Am  I  not  free  from  sorrow?  Am  I  not  free  from  fear?  Am  I  not  free?  ' 
45  Cf.  Acts  1.21-22;  Bruce  1986:  50  comments  that  the  two  essential  qualifications  of  an  apostle  are 
being  the  companion  of  the  Lord  during  his  earthly  ministry  and  being  an  eye-witness  of  his 
resurrection.  See,  however,  Best  1995:  14-16  who  demonstrates  that  the  definition  of  an  apostle  is 
unclear.  Dunn  1998:  571  observes  that  Paul  began  insisting  on  his  being  an  apostle  from  Galatians 
onwards,  but  does  not  explain  why  he  has  only  done  so  after  Galatians  and  not  before.  But  cf.  Hering 
1962:  75.  Cf.  1  Cor  15.1-10  which  is  crucial  for  Paul's  understanding  of  his  own  apostleship. 
46  Earlier,  Paul  points  out  that  he  is  the  founding  apostle  in  the  sense  that  he  planted  (Lyai  L4  Stcuaa,  I 
Cor  3.6),  laid  the  foundation  (9ep  Xtov  1071xa,  1  Cor  3.10)  for  the  Corinthian  church,  and  became  the 
Corinthians'  father  through  the  preaching  of  the  gospel  (v  ydp  Xpta-cw  '  Iiaoü  Std  -tov 
evayyEXtou  eyo3,  bgaq  ey  vvrloa,  1  Cor  4.15). 
47  Dunn  1998:  571  has  rightly  pointed  out  that  whether  the  Jerusalem  apostles  recognise  Paul's  claim  that 
his  commissioning  experience  is  equivalent  to  having  seen  the  Lord  is  a  question  we  cannot  fully 
answer,  and  it  does  seem  probable  that  Paul's  claim  may  not  convince  all  the  leaders.  This  has  already 
shown  up  in  a  rather  subtle  way  in  Gal  2.11-12,  where  Peter,  whom  Paul  understood  to  have  been 
entrusted  with  the  gospel  for  the  circumcised  (2.9),  appeared  in  a  mixed,  though  predominantly  Gentile 
church  founded  by  Paul. 317 
Verse  2  further  indicates  that  Paul's  authority  is  being  questioned.  Mitchell 
and  others,  beyond  saying  that  Paul  is  simply  calling  his  argument  a  defence  in  order 
to  justify  using  himself  as  an  example  for  the  Corinthians,  have  not  adequately  dealt 
with  this  particular  statement:  si  dMoig  oüx  Siµi  ährd  'toXoq.  For  we  get  the 
impression  that  there  are  some  who  do  not  accept  Paul's  apostleship,  hence  Paul's 
immediate  following  statement,  äX 
.ä  ye  uµdv  Otp  (but  to  you  I  am)  48  And  the 
further  statement  that  the  Corinthians  are  the  seal  (i  a4  payi  g)  of  his  apostleship  in 
the  Lord  would  be  equally  strange  and  unnecessary,  if  Paul's  apostolic  authority  has 
not  been  questioned.  The  rephrasing  of  the  statement  that  the  Corinthians  are  his  work 
in  the  Lord  in  9.2  not  only  reflects  Paul's  emphasis  on  his  apostolic  work  among  the 
Corinthians;  but  more  importantly,  it  suggests  that  those  who  question  Paul's  authority 
also  call  into  question  his  work.  Hence,  the  stronger  emphasis  from  `yes,  you  are  my 
work  in  the  Lord'  to  `you  are  the  seal  of  my  apostleship  in  the  Lord'  (cf. 2  Cor  10.12- 
18).  In  other  words,  while  not  everyone  who  witnessed  the  resurrection  of  the  Lord 
was  an  apostle,  49  Paul's  apostleship  is  confirmed  by  the  existence  of  the  Corinthian 
Christian  community  itself.  50  In  both  9.1  b  and  2b,  Paul  uses  the  phrase  ev  rupicp, 
which  suggests  that  he  regards  his  ministry  to  the  Corinthians  as  the  result  not  only  of 
his  having  seen  the  risen  Lord  but  also  his  being  commissioned  by  him  (cf.  1  Cor  15.8- 
10).  In  1  Cor  1.1,  Paul  emphasises  that  he  is  called  to  be  an  apostle  of  Christ  Jesus 
48  On  the  face  of  the  verse,  it  is  possible  that  these  people  or  opponents  might  have  come  from  outside 
the  Corinthian  community;  however,  it  is  entirely  possible  that  Paul  is  referring  to  some  among  the 
Corinthians  who  cast  doubts  on  his  apostleship,  whom  he  therefore  calls  `others'  (d%Xot).  The  former 
would  suggest  that  these  opponents  are  leaders  from  Jerusalem,  an  unlikely  scenario  as  there  is  a 
complete  lack  of  such  hostility  against  them  as  is  evidenced  in  Galatians;  the  latter  would  mean  that 
Paul  is  addressing  some,  not  all,  the  Corinthians  in  the  epistle.  As  there  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that 
the  `others'  come  from  outside  the  Corinthian  community,  it  is  more  likely  that  Paul  has  in  mind  some 
of  the  Corinthians,  i.  e.  they  are  dX?  of  compared  to  you. 
49  Cf.  1  Cor  15.6;  see  also  Best  1995:  15-16  who  points  out  that  not  everyone  who  carried  out  missionary 
work  would  have  been  called  an  apostle. 
50  Thus,  Hering  1962:  75-76  is  right  when  he  points  out  that  if  others  wished  to  contest  Paul's  apostolic 
authority,  `there  was  the  missionary  work  accomplished  at  Corinth  by  Paul'. 318 
(ähtöatioXoS  Xpuacov  '  Iiiaoü).  5'  The  'tö  tp'yov 
. tou  (literally  `my  work')  in 
verse  lb  is  thus  the  work  of  an  apostle  of  Christ  Jesus.  The  use  of  v  xvptw  is 
carefully  and  deliberately  made  in  order  to  show  that  the  work  of  preaching  to  and 
building  up  the  Corinthians  is  a  testimony  to  Paul's  apostleship.  52 
Further,  Paul  categorically  states  in  verse  3  that  he  is  making  his  defence 
(äitoXoyta)  against  those  who  judge  him  (tioig  dvaxptvovai.  v  µc).  There  are 
three  words  that  we  need  to  examine:  öcto),  oyta,  tiois  avaxpivoo  iv,  and  alu  . 
The  first  can  simply  refer  to  a  speech  of  defence  one  gives  in  response  to  one's 
opponents  (cf.  Josephus,  CAp  2.147;  Acts  22.1);  or  it  can  be  a  forensic  term  which 
denotes  a  courtroom  style  of  debate  in  which  one  puts  up  a  defence  against  one's 
accusers  (cf. Josephus,  War  1.621);  or  it  can  at  times  refer  to  one's  eagerness  in 
defending  oneself  (cf.  2  Cor  7.11;  Phil  1.7,11).  53  Philo  uses  the  term  in  largely  the 
same  sense  as  a  `real  defence'  against  accusations  or  in  the  sense  of  a  plea  against 
charges  brought  against  a  person.  54  All  the  above  uses  never  refer  to  a  `mock'  defence 
or  a  `fictitious  defence'.  They  may  differ  in  degree  such  as  an  ähtoXo'ytcc  may  be  in 
the  form  of  a  plea  against  a  charge.  And  there  is  no  reason  for  Paul  to  use  the  term  to 
mean  otherwise. 
51  Out  of  the  seven  undisputed  letters  of  Paul,  Paul  claims  to  be  an  apostle  in  only  four  of  these,  namely, 
Romans,  I  and  2  Corinthians,  and  Galatians.  This  suggests  that  the  claim  may  be  related  to  the 
possibility  of  his  apostleship  being  questioned.  Indeed,  apart  from  Romans,  the  other  three  letters  have 
all  had  this  particular  element.  The  mention  of  his  apostleship  in  Romans  may  be  considered 
`understandable'  since  the  Christians  there  in  all  probability  did  not  know  him  personally,  with  perhaps 
the  exception  of  a  few  (Rom  16),  if  chapter  16  may  be  taken  as  a  clue  to  the  people  who  personally 
knew  Paul.  Cf.  Best  1995:  19-23. 
52  The  `seal'  (acpccy{S),  i.  e.  the  Corinthians  themselves,  authenticates  his  apostleship.  Conzelmann 
1975:  152,  nI  l  says  the  `seal'  means  it  is  a  'legally  valid  attestation';  Barrett  1968:  201  comments:  'It  is  a 
visible  token  of  something  that  already  exists;  thus  the  Corinthian  church  does  not  make  Paul  an  apostle, 
and  his  apostleship  does  not  depend  on  it...,  but  its  existence  is  a  visible  sign  of  his  apostleship'. 
53  BAGD  1979:  96. 
54  E.  g.  Leg  3.65,66,68,75;  Agr  92;  los  52,80,222;  Mos  1.286,303;  Spec  2.95;  3.142;  4.24;  Virt  197; 
Flacc  7,126;  Legat  38,67,350. 319 
The  second  term  further  lends  weight  to  the  view  that  Paul's  defence  is  against 
real  opposition.  The  phrase  tioIS  dvaxptvovaty  may  be  a  description  of  those  who 
question  Paul's  authority.  Willis  has  misunderstood  dvowpivoußty  as  a  future 
participle.  But  dvaxpivouaty  is  rightly  understood  as  a  present,  active  participle. 
Thus,  Fee  rightly  points  out,  Willis'  position  is  without  grammatical  and  contextual 
support  . 
55  And  the  context  further  suggests  that  Paul's  opponents  have  called  into 
question  his  apostolic  authority  precisely  because  he  has  failed  to  accept  material 
support  from  the  Corinthians,  as  may  be  seen  not  only  in  1  Cor  4.12,  but  also  in  9.12b 
and  9.15a..  They  therefore  constitute  `those  who  examine'  or  `judge'  him.  56  The 
`judges'  of  Paul's  apostolic  office  would  naturally  look  at  other  aspects  of  Paul's 
teaching  and  practice.  The  issue  of  Paul's  manual  labour  (thus  his  refusal  to  accept 
material  support),  his  position  on  idol-meat,  the  issue  of  who  has  the  authority  to 
decide  what  constitutes  `right'  or  `appropriate'.  Christian  behaviour  with  regard  to  idol- 
meat,  and  such  like  would  have  formed  parts  of  the  background  of  the  Corinthians' 
judgment  of  him. 
The  third  word  to  be  examined  is  c  j.  What  does  `this'  (whi)  refer  to? 
Does  it  refer  to  what  precedes  (i.  e.  vv  1-2),  or  to  what  follows  (i.  e.  vv  3-27)? 
Robertson  and  Plummer  argue  that  av  try  refers  to  what  precedes  as  they  state,  `That  I 
have  seen  the  Risen  Lord,  and  that  you  are  such  a  Church  as  you  are  -  there  you  have 
my  defence  when  people  ask  me  for  evidence  of  my  Apostleship'.  57  Conzelmann,  Fee 
55  Fee  1987:  401,  n24. 
56  This  has  antecedent  in  1  Cor  4.3  where  Paul  says  that  he  is  being  judged  (using  the  same  term 
d  vaxpiv(o)  by  the  Corinthians  and  possibly  their  assembly  of  opposing  leaders  (ävOpwit{vrlg 
fj  ttpaS).  '  AvOpwntvrls  fj  t  paS  has  been  noted  by  scholars,  e.  g.  Barrett  1968:  101  and  Fee 
1987:  161,  to  refer  to  the  Corinthians  trying  to  set  up  a  court  to  mimic  the  Day  of  the  Lord's  judgment. 
This  will  be  examined  in  greater  detail  on  p.  326  below. 
57  Robertson-Plummer  1911:  179. 320 
and  Collins  argue  that  the  word  order  favours  the  latter.  58  Barrett  recognises  that  either 
way  is  possible.  59 
The  placement  of  aü'ti  at  the  end  of  the  sentence,  i.  e.  `my  defence.. 
. 
is  this', 
rather  than  at  the  beginning,  i.  e.  `this  is...  my  defence...  ',  shows  that  vv  1-2  serve  as 
Paul's  statements  of  his  identity  as  an  apostle  by  way  of  questions;  and  vv  3ff 
elaborate  his  statements  in  vv  1-2.  In  other  words,  wMil  need  not  be  a  reference  to 
either  what  precedes  or  what  follows,  but  it  should  be  seen  as  a  reference  to  Paul's 
overall  defence  which  extends  all  the  way  to  verse  18.  It  appears  that  Paul  is  trying  to 
show  that  while  he  holds  the  same  concept  as  his  critics  with  regard  to  what  constitutes 
an  apostle  in  the  area  of  material  support,  he  does  not  hold  the  same  conviction  with 
regard  to  its  practice.  A  long  and  sustained  piece  of  rhetorical  defence  here  clearly 
suggests  that  Paul  has  a  `real  attack'  in  view.  And  the  questions  Paul  puts  forward  in 
vv  4-6  seem  to  be  different  from  those  in  vv  7-18.  The  questions  in  vv  4-6  classify  the 
rights  under  three  main  headings:  the  rights  to  food  and  drink;  the  rights  to  a  believing 
wife;  and  the  rights  not  to  work.  The  defence  then  goes  on  to  show  that  Paul  himself 
has  these  rights,  particularly  the  rights  to  material  support60 
Apart  from  the  evidence  in  1  Cor  9.1-6,  we  may  find  evidence  elsewhere  in  the 
letter  which  shows  that  Paul's  authority  in  Corinth  is  being  questioned. 
7.3  Evidence  from  1  Cor  1-4 
There  are  verbal  links  between  1  Cor  9  and  1  Cor  1-4  which  point  to  the 
possible  thematic  links  between  the  passages  in  question,  and  therefore  to  the  question 
58  Conzelmann  1975:  152,  n13;  Fee  1987:  401;  Collins  1999:  335.  Conzelmann  further  cites  2  Cor  1.12  as 
evidence  for  his  argument. 
59  Barrett  1968:  202. 
60  The  principles  of  marriage  have  been  set  out  in  I  Cor  7  and  Paul  does  not  need  to  elaborate  on  them 
again  here.  Further,  the  problem  the  Corinthians  have  with  Paul  is  really  that  of  his  manual  labour  and 
not  accepting  material  support  from  them. 321 
of  Paul's  authority  in  Corinth.  In  1  Cor  9.1  Paul  begins  with  several  questions  which 
are  followed  by  the  argument  that  the  Corinthians  are  the  work  of  his  apostolic  labours 
in  the  Lord.  This  work  (cd  ýpyov,  3.14)  is  repeated  in  9.2,  which  is  further  linked  to 
the  subject  of  work  in  3.9-15,  where  Paul  speaks  about  the  work  in  architectural  terms. 
It  is  the  work  of  the  builder  (3.13).  The  builders  are  co-workers  of  God 
(OEOV...  ßuv£pyoi,  3.9)  who  include  the  Corinthians.  And  it  is  here  that  Paul  says  he 
is  the  skilled  master  builder  (a'o46s  dpXvt  xtiwv)  who  laid  a  foundation  (Ocp  Xtov 
O11xa)  (3.10).  Now  in  1  Cor  9.1  b-2,  he  says  that  the  Corinthians  are  his  work  (tid 
Epyov)  in  the  Lord. 
In  1  Cor  9.3,  Paul  speaks  about  making  his  defence  against  those  who  judge 
him  (tiois  dvocxpivovßtv).  This  is  linked  back  to  4.3  where  the  judgment  against 
him  by  the  Corinthians  is  described  as  a  small  thing.  In  both  instances,  the  word 
avaxptvw  is  used  to  describe  his  critics'  action,  thus  clearly  linking  the  two  passages. 
Paul  questions  whether  he  should  not  have  the  right  to  food  and  drink  (4ays7tv 
icoct  itEiv)  in  1  Cor  9.4;  and  yet  the  lack  of  food  and  drink  seems  to  be  part  of  what 
gospel  preaching  involves  in  1  Cor  4.11,  where  he  says  that  he  and  his  companions  go 
hungry  and  thirsty  (7tetv(Bµcv  icai  8tW69Fv).  Although  the  words  are  not  the  same, 
the  link  is  clear. 
A  similar  connection  in  contrast  can  be  seen  between  1  Cor  9.6ff  and  4.12.  The 
former  speaks  about  the  right  to  refrain  from  working  for  a  living,  i.  e.  doing  manual 
labour;  the  latter  speaks  about  weariness  from  such  manual  labour.  In  both,  the  word 
epydýoµc  i.  is  used  to  refer  to  this  manual  labour.  And  the  context  of  4.12  suggests 
he  knows  it  is  a  `shameful'  matter  in  the  eyes  of  the  Corinthians. 322 
The  next  verbal  link  can  be  seen  in  the  matter  of  spiritual  food.  Paul  argues 
that  he  has  sown  spiritual  good  among  the  Corinthians  (c  ýµsig  vµiv  -Td, 
ttvsuµa'ttixä  LaREip(XµEV,...,  9.11).  This  is  seen  earlier  in  1  Cor  3.6:  Paul 
`planted'  (  ýü  tcißa)  and  Apollos  `watered'.  The  `sowing'  of  9.11  closely  parallels 
the  `planting'  of  3.6.61 
In  1  Cor  9.15,  Paul  mentions  his  ground  for  boasting,  i.  e.  proclaiming  the 
gospel  without  cost.  The  word  used  here  is  1cauXT  d,  whose  verb  xavxdoµat,  in 
two  different  forms,  62  is  used  in  1  Cor  1.29,31b.  Although  1  Cor  1.31b  is  a  quotation 
from  Jer  9.23-24,  the  use  of  the  word  in  both  passages  suggests  that  Paul  thinks  he  is 
applying  the  Jeremiah  quotation  to  himself  in  9.15.  Most  likely  Paul  believes  that  his 
boasting  is  not  about  his  own  achievement,  but  what  he  has  done  for  the  sake  of  the 
gospel  (1  Cor  9.12).  Thus,  his  boasting  would  be  considered  a  boasting  `in  the  Lord' 
(ev  Kopf(p), 
63 
The  even  more  important  verbal  link  between  1  Cor  9  and  I  Cor  1-4  is  that  of 
proclaiming  the  gospel.  In  9.16-18,  Paul  further  elaborates  the  nature  of  his 
proclamation  of  the  gospel.  For  Paul,  proclaiming  the  gospel  is  an  `obligation' 
(öcv(x'yx'i),  a  commission  entrusted  to  him  (o!  Kovoµtav  Tmntauvg  ct,  `I  am 
entrusted  with  administration',  1  Cor  9.17).  This  `administration'  is  a  clear  reference 
to  the  proclamation  of  the  gospel  in  9.16,  which  echoes  the  obcovO  toti  of  4.1-2  (cf. 
1.17  which  states  the  purpose  of  Paul's  commissioning).  The  same  proclamation  is 
further  said  to  have  its  reward  (µtaOds)  from  proclaiming  the  gospel  without  charge. 
61  Cf.  Fee  1987:  125,409  who  rightly  refers  the  `spiritual  good'  to  the  gospel,  which  is  both  `milk'  and 
`solid  food'. 
62  (0  acav  capevoS  ev  Kopt(a  Kav%dcOw  (1  Cor  1.31). 
63  Cf.  2  Cor  10.17  where  the  Jeremiah  quotation  is  used  in  a  context  similar  to  that  of  1  Cor  9.1-2. 323 
The  idea  of  the  reception  of  a  `reward'  for  `work'  done  has  been  mentioned  in  3.8,64 
although  the  pcWq  in  3.8  is  less  specific  than  that  in  9.18.  But  the  issue  of  `reward' 
in  both  passages  links  the  passages  together  and  possibly  even  points  to  a  parallel 
between  the  works  of  Paul  and  his  fellow  workers,  and  those  of  his  opponents  (hence 
the  hint  in  3.12-15  that  there  are  those  who  do  shoddy  work  which  will  eventually  be 
destroyed  by  God's  eschatological  fire),  and  the  `rewards'  that  accompany  the  works. 
One  final  link  may  be  seen  between  9.23  and  4.10.  In  9.23,  Paul  says  that  he  is 
all  things  to  all  people  `for  the  sake  of  the  gospel'  (Std  tiö  svay'y¬Xtov).  In  4.10,  he 
speaks  of  himself  and  his  fellow  workers  as  fools  `for  the  sake  of  Christ'  (8td 
XptaTöv),  in  a  clear  reference  to  their  physical  hardship  experienced  during  the 
preaching  of  the  gospel.  It  appears  that  the  context  of  9.23  and  that  of  4.10  do  cohere. 
Certainly,  in  refusing  material  support  and  by  taking  up  manual  labour  `for  the  sake  of 
Christ',  Paul  faces  many  uncertainties,  including  those  of  hunger  and  thirst,  not  to 
mention  physical  dangers  (4.11-13).  And  in  his  efforts  to  be  `all  things'  to  `all  people', 
he  similarly  faces  problems,  including  the  implications  for  his  own  apostolic  authority. 
But  in  both  instances,  he  claims  he  has  done  it  all  for  the  sake  of  Christ,  who  is  the 
content  of  his  gospel  (1  Cor  2.2).  65 
The  verbal  links  demonstrated  above  between  1  Cor  9  and  1  Cor  1-4  justify  our 
search  for  evidence  in  I  Cor  1-4  that  may  suggest  that  Paul's  authority  is  being 
challenged  in  Corinth.  If  indeed  1  Cor  1-4  can  confirm  such  a  challenge  to  Paul's 
64  -td  Epyov  has  been  mentioned  in  9.1-2;  and  again  in  3.14  to  refer  to  the  work  of  building  the 
Corinthian  church.  See  p.  321  above. 
65  Fee  1987:  432  says  that  Paul  is  not  referr  ing  to  the  content  of  the  gospel,  but  to  the  `progress'  of  the 
gospel.  By  this,  he  means  the  `progress'  of  the  preaching  of  the  gospel,  which  for  Paul  is  none  other 
than  the  preaching  of  Jesus  Christ.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  use  of  the  `gospel'  here  in  9.23  is  a 
reference  to  the  gospel's  `progress'  without  reference  to  its  `content'. 324 
authority,  then  it  is  likely  that  Paul's  argument  in  1  Cor  9  may  be  a  genuine  defence  of 
his  authority. 
What  evidence  is  there  in  1  Cor  1-4  which  shows  that  Paul's  authority  in  the 
Corinthian  church  is  being  questioned?  To  begin  with,  the  first  sign  of  problems 
within  the  Corinthian  church  is  that  of  party  division  in  relation  to  certain  personalities, 
which  can  be  seen  in  Paul  appealing  to  the  Corinthians  (7  paimXw  SE  äµäS...,  )  to 
be  `united  in  the  same  mind  and  the  same  purpose'  (1  Cor  1.10).  The  division  appears 
deep  as  various  members  of  the  church  pledge  themselves  to  different  personalities 
such  as  Cephas,  Apollos,  Paul,  and  even  `Christ'  (1.12;  3.4).  What  do  we  make  of 
these  slogans?  While  it  is  not  clear  whether  the  slogans  refer  to  four  specific  parties,  it 
is  implicit  that  not  all  the  Corinthians  accept  Paul  as  their  apostle,  since  some  of  them 
recognise  such  figures  as  Cephas  and  Apollos  as  their  preferred  leaders.  66  There  is  no 
clear  reason  given  for  such  party  division.  What  is  certain  is  that  there  are  quarrels 
among  the  Corinthians.  67  Paul  mentions  some  possible  causes:  the  attractions  of  the 
baptisers  to  their  own  following  (1.14-17);  the  issue  of  `wisdom'  (aorta,  1.18-11); 
and  the  boast  about  the  perceived  greatness  of  the  leaders  (3.21-22).  Munck  argues 
that  there  are  no  factions  in  the  Corinthian  church.  To  him,  Paul  intends  1  Cor  11.19, 
in  which  the  word  for  factions,  aipcßtg,  appears  to  be  taken  eschatologically,  in  the 
sense  that  factions  are  afflictions  meant  to  bring  out  the  genuine  Christians.  68  Munck 
views  aipeßtq  and  oXiaµa  differently,  without  explaining  why  Paul  uses  the  two 
66  Cf.  Munck  1959:  135-67  who  argues  that  there  are  no  factions  in  Corinth  and  that  Paul  is  describing 
the  situation  in  Corinth  as  arising  from  `bickerings'.  Dahl  1967:  313  argues  that  the  slogans  do  not  mean 
that  there  are  four  parties,  but  that  Paul  is  more  probably  addressing  the  Corinthian  church  as  a  whole  in 
chs  1-4;  he  therefore  thinks  `it  is  not  possible  to  take  any  one  section  to  refer  to  any  one  of  the 
"parties"',  but  agrees  with  Baur's  hypothesis  that  I  Cor  1-4  is  an  `apologetic  section'  in  which  Paul 
seeks  to  justify  his  apostolic  ministry  (317),  although  he  does  not  agree  with  Baur's  entire  thesis  that 
Paul  is  countering  Judaizers  in  Corinth. 
67  Dahl  1967:  318. 
68  Munck  1959:  136-37. 325 
words  almost  interchangeably.  For  in  1  Cor  11.18,  Paul  says  that  he  hears  about 
divisions  among  the  Corinthians,  and  then  goes  on  to  elaborate  in  11.19  that  there  must 
be  `factions'  among  the  Corinthians  (561  ydp  xai  aip&ßsts  ev  vµiv...  ).  In  other 
words,  it  is  possible  that  for  Paul  the  two  words  mean  basically  the  same  thing: 
divisions  in  the  church!  69  And  if  aipEatq  and  axiaµ.  a  are  used  interchangeably, 
then  the  bickerings  which  Munck  says  are  what  Paul  is  combating,  not  factions,  would 
be  the  results  of  both  aipsatg  and  axtaµa,  7°  since  he  thinks  that  these  Corinthian 
church  members  exclude  the  others.  Perhaps,  this  is  what  Welborn  calls  `church 
politics',  a  conclusion  he  has  reached  on  the  basis  that  Paul's  description  of  the 
situation  in  Corinth  is  given  in  terms  similar  to  those  used  to  `characterize  conflicts 
within  city-states  by  Greco-Roman  historians'.  7'  This  may  help  to  suggest  that  such 
party  division  involves  the  possibility  of  Paul's  apostolic  authority  being  questioned. 
Dahl  rightly  points  out  that  the  unity  in  Christ  and  the  quarrels  in  Corinth  are 
related  to  the  function  of  the  apostles  and  Christian  leaders,  and  the  esteem  in  which 
they  are  being  held.  72  Further,  the  theme  of  Paul  and  his  relations  to  the  church, 
according  to  Dahl,  `comes  in  at  all  important  points  of  transition'.  On  the  basis  of 
these  observations,  Dahl  argues  that  Paul  is  always  pointing  to  the  `special  ministry' 
entrusted  to  him,  arguing  that  he  is  not  to  be  judged  by  any  human  court,  and  having 
his  own  ministry  and  suffering  in  mind  even  when  he  is  contrasting  the  predicaments 
69  Munck's  overall  argument  is  that  the  Corinthians  misunderstood  Christianity  as  wisdom,  as  a  result  of 
their  Greek  background.  They  therefore  see  their  leaders  as  teachers  of  wisdom,  like  the  rhetors  and  the 
sophists.  They  therefore  think  that  they  are  wise  because  of  their  acceptance  of  the  Christian  leaders' 
teaching.  This  becomes  their  ground  for  boasting. 
70  Munck  1959:  139,  'Paul  therefore  describes  the  conditions  that  he  is  combating  not  as  factions  but  as 
bickerings,  arising  because  the  individual  church  members  profess  as  their  teacher  Paul,  Apollos, 
Cephas,  or  Christ,  and  exclude  the  others'. 
71  Welborn  1987:  86;  see,  particularly,  his  discussion  on  the  slogans  in  I  Cor  1.12  where  he  argues  from 
ancient  sources  that  the  kind  of  party  divisions  within  the  Corinthian  church  are  in  fact  the  counterpart 
of  the  factious  behaviour  in  the  political  realm  of  Graeco-Roman  world  (90-93). 
72  Dahl  1967:  320. 326 
of  the  apostles  with  the  rich  and  the  wise  in  Corinth.  He  says  that  all  this  leads  up  to 
Paul's  conclusion  that  he  is  the  Corinthians'  father  in  Christ  Jesus  through  the  gospel 
(4.15).  Dahl  concludes, 
It  would  be  unfair  to  take  preparation  for  this  statement  to  be  the  main  function 
of  everything  that  has  been  said;  yet,  one  aim  of  what  Paul  has  to  say  about  the 
strife  at  Corinth,  about  wisdom  and  foolishness,  and  about  the  function  of 
Christian  leaders,  is  to  re-establish  his  authority  as  apostle  and  spiritual  father 
of  the  church  at  Corinth.  73  (emphasis  mine) 
Dahl's  observations  are  helpful.  For  in  Paul's  statements  about  the  divisions  at 
Corinth,  he  seems  to  be  trying  to  show  three  basic  facts:  (1)  what  he  is  sent  to  do;  (2) 
how  he  is  supposed  to  carry  out  his  job;  and  (3)  his  status  in  relation  to  the  Corinthians 
as  a  result  of  (1)  and  (2).  The  parties,  according  to  Paul,  pledge  allegiance  to  various 
leaders.  In  1  Cor  1.17-25,  Paul  points  out  that  he  is  sent  to  do  just  one  thing:  the 
proclamation  of  the  gospel.  And  he  further  argues  in  2.1-5  that  he  is  to  carry  out  his 
proclamation,  not  according  to  superiority  of  word  or  of  wisdom  (ob  xaO'  vitcpo 
,iv 
11  a'oýtocs,  2.1),  nor  with  persuasive  words  of  wisdom  (v  itctOoIS  aorta;  X&yots, 
2.4),  but  in  weakness,  fear,  and  trembling  (ev  daOEvcfq  i  cat'  Cv  ýö0cw  xai  Cv 
tipöjiq  7toX?..  q  ,  2.3),  with  a  demonstration  of  the  Spirit  and  of  power  (6ho6Bikct. 
itvsvµa'toS  x(Xi  Suväiecoc,  2.4).  The  first  two  points  suggest  that  Paul's  status  as 
the  founding  apostle  is  in  jeopardy  because  the  Corinthians  are  making  the  ability  to 
articulate  words  of  wisdom  one  of  the  criteria  for  recognising  a  leader.  Thus,  Paul's 
status  seems  to  be  undermined  because  he  does  not  speak  in  superior  words  or 
wisdom.  The  fact  that  Paul  devotes  a  relatively  lengthy  section  within  chs  1-4  to  his 
style  of  proclaiming  the  gospel  suggests  that  the  public  preaching  of  the  Christ-event  is 
73  Dahl  1967:  321. 327 
not  only  the  central  activity  of  his  work,  74  but  also  the  main  target  of  criticism  by  some 
of  the  Corinthians.  75  But  how  does  the  question  of  Paul's  style  of  public  speaking 
relate  to  the  kind  of  defence  Paul  puts  up  in  1  Cor  9?  What  can  be  said  is  that  I  Cor  1- 
4  demonstrate  that  Paul's  authority  is  being  questioned  on  one  ground;  while  in  1  Cor 
9,  his  defence  shows  that  the  ground  on  which  his  authority  is being  questioned  in  chs 
1-4  is  not  just  one.  1  Cor  9  shows  that  the  material  support  offered  by  the  Corinthians 
which  Paul  rejects  is  yet  another  ground  for  some  of  the  Corinthians'  questioning  of 
Paul's  authority.  And  Dahl  is  right  to  say  that  the  party  slogans  `are  all  to  be 
understood  as  declarations  of  independence  from  Paul'.  76  It  is  sufficient  at  this  point 
to  posit  that  the  party  politics  in  the  Corinthian  church  suggests  that  Paul's  authority  is 
not  altogether  firm.  Other  signs  also  point  to  that  hypothesis. 
Another  possible  piece  of  evidence  which  points  to  Paul's  authority  being 
questioned  is  Paul's  insistence  on  his  role  as  the  founder  of  the  Corinthian  church.  In 
1  Cor  3.6,10;  4.15,  Paul  seems  to  imply  that  the  Corinthians  are  not  giving  due 
recognition  to  the  fact  that  he  was  the  one  who  `planted',  that  he  was  the  one  who 
`laid'  the  foundation  of  the  Corinthian  church,  that  he  became  their  `father'  in  Christ 
Jesus  through  the  gospel.  In  short,  these  words  of  Paul  suggest  that  the  Corinthians  are 
questioning  his  apostolic  authority  among  them.  It  is  certain  that  Paul  does  not  think 
Apollos  poses  a  threat  to  his  position  as  the  founding  apostle  since  he  views  himself 
and  Apollos  as  co-workers  of  God  (1  Cor  3.9)  through  whom  the  Corinthians  have 
come  to  faith  (1  Cor  3.5).  What  Paul  is  arguing  against  is  the  divisions  within  the 
74  See  Litfin  1994:  151-52  who  states  that  'Paul's  ministry  was  singularly  focused  upon  his  role  as  a 
public  speaker'.  He  cites  the  verbs  which  dominate  Paul's  references  to  his  ministry,  namely, 
evayyEXtýw,  xrlpvaaw,  xatiayyMw,  XaX&w,  7tapaxakko,  and  µaptivpko.  His  detailed 
listing  of  these  verbs  in  the  Corinthian  correspondence  alone  amount  to  24.  See  1994:  152,  n14. 
75  Two  references  may  shed  light  on  this  point:  the  first  is  2  Cor  10.10  where  Paul's  opponents  criticise 
his  speech  as  `contemptible'  (b  M  yo;  Ll  ov0evtlµ  voc);  the  second  is  2  Cor  11.6  where  Paul  admits 
that  he  is  untrained  in  speech  (i6tc6cil  tiw  X&ycw);  cf.  Litfin  1994:  154,  n16  and  155. 
76  Dahl  1967:  322;  cf.  Litfin  1994:  183-85. 328 
Corinthian  church.  Litfin  is  right  that  there  are  only  two  groups:  those  who  align 
themselves  with  Paul;  and  those  who  align  themselves  with  others  against  Paul.  77  He 
further  argues  that  Paul's  concern  with  the  disunity  in  the  body  of  Christ  resulting  from 
the  `personality  centered  factions'  is  what  drives  him  to  be  as  `critical  of  those  who 
aligned  themselves  with  Christ  and  with  himself  as  he  was  of  the  others'.  78  However, 
he  does  not  take  into  account  the  possibility  that  Paul  could  have  been  more  pleased 
had  all  the  Corinthians  declared  themselves  as  `children  of  Paul',  or  as  `belonging  to 
Paul'.  For  Paul  very  quickly  moves  to  state  his  own  status  as  the  one  who  `planted', 
and  emphasise  his  role  as  the  `skilled  master  builder'  (aoýdS  dpxt  r6acwv,  3.10). 
Fee  interprets  this  verse  as  Paul's  reference  to  his  `apostolic  task  of  building  churches', 
and  that  in  laying  the  foundation  of  Jesus  Christ  and  him  crucified,  he  is  the  truly 
`wise'  ((Yoýös)  master-builder  whose  work  is  in  contrast  to  the  `wise'  in  Corinth  who 
build  the  church  of  God  with  perishable  materials.  79  This  means  that  while  Paul  is 
careful  to  reflect  his  belief  that  he  and  the  other  workers  are  equal,  he  also  wants  the 
Corinthians  to  note  his  contributions  as  the  founder  of  the  church  and  therefore  accept 
his  authority.  Paul  also  seems  to  imply  that  when  his  apostolic  authority  is  in  jeopardy 
as  a  result  of  someone  else's  work,  that  person's  work  is  probably  made  up  of 
perishable  materials  and  will  not  last  the  eschatological  fire  of  God  (1  Cor  3.13).  1 
Cor  3.16-17  further  show  this  possibility.  For  Paul  is  the  one  who  has  laid  the 
indispensable  foundation;  anyone  who  tries  to  build  must  do  so  only  on  the  foundation 
which  he  has  laid.  80 
77  Litfin  1994:  184. 
78  Litfin  1994:  181;  cf.  Barrett  1968:  86-87  who  points  out  that  Paul  is  aware  that  someone  else  may  build 
upon  his  foundation.  See  1  Cor  4.15  where  Paul  argues  that  he  `became  their  father'  in  Christ  through 
the  gospel  (more  on  this  later). 
7'  Fee  1987:  137-38. 
80  Dahl  1967:  327. 329 
1  Cor  4.15  serves  as  yet  another  piece  of  supporting  evidence  which  points  to 
the  fact  that  Paul's  authority  is  being  questioned  in  Corinth.  Paul  does  not  forbid  the 
Corinthians  from  having  7tat5a'ycoyot';  what  is  important  is  that  they  only  have  one 
`father'  in  Christ.  The  itatöaywrot8'  are  meant  to  assist  the  Corinthians  in  their 
understanding  of  Christian  behaviour,  82  but  the  one  whom  the  Corinthians  are  to 
imitate  ultimately  remains  Paul.  Thus,  we  see  Paul's  use  of  the  word  ovv  (therefore), 
immediately  following  his  emphasis  on  being  their  `father'  (4.16),  in  the  appeal  to  the 
Corinthians  to  `be  imitators'  of  him  (1n  tTicat  µou  yivcaOE).  Why  does  Paul 
mention  or  emphasise  his  founding  role  to  the  Corinthians,  and  why  does  he  say  eyu3 
ipiq  ey  vvrlaa,  when  in  3.6-10  he  has  already  made  quite  clear  that  he  is  the 
master-builder?  It  appears  rather  superfluous  for  him  to  repeat  this.  There  are  three 
possible  reasons. 
First,  the  Corinthians  are  behaving  in  a  way  which  Paul  disapproves.  This  has 
already  been  seen  in  the  fact  that  they  are  divided  and  that  there  are  quarrels  in  the 
church.  The  second  reason  is  that  the  Corinthians  have  begun  to  recognise  the 
leadership  of  other  people  at  the  expense  of  Paul,  calling  Paul's  apostolic  authority  into 
question.  The  third  reason  lies  in  the  possibility  that  the  Corinthians  have  somehow 
`devalued'  Paul's  status  as  their  founding  father  and  therefore  no  longer  follow  his 
ways.  Thus,  in  4.17,  Paul  says  he  is  sending  Timothy  to  the  Corinthians  to  `remind' 
(öcvccµvrj6Et,  `will  remind')  them  his  ways  in  Christ  Jesus  ('tdq  6SovS  Rau  '  dq  ev 
Xptiß't  'I  gaov). 
$1  The  preceding  word  µvptovs,  meaning  'ten  thousand',  cannot  be  literal.  It  should  mean 
`innumerable,  countless',  as  Fee  1987:  185,  n  16  rightly  renders  it.  Cf.  BAGD  529. 
82  Cf.  Barrett  1968:  115  who  suggests  that  the  `tutors'  might  teach  the  Corinthians  'wisdom'.  Fee 
1987:  185  explains  that  7tat5aycoyOS  as  a  `guardian'  was  an  ordinary  but  trusted  slave  to  whom  a  father 
handed  his  children  (usually  sons)  to  be  overseen  by  the  slave. 330 
Paul  thinks  he  has  to  bring  the  Corinthians  back  to  the  `ways  in  Christ  Jesus'. 
But  to  do  that  he  would  have  to  have  the  authority  to  instruct  and  teach  them;  which 
further  means  that  in  order  to  restore  his  status  as  the  authoritative  founding  apostle  of 
the  Corinthian  church,  Paul  has  to  show  that  he  is  the  one  through  whom  the  existence 
of  the  Corinthian  church  is  made  possible.  83  Thus,  he  argues  that  the  Corinthians  do 
not  have  many  fathers  (ov  itoXXovs  1rcxt  paq,  4.15)  and  that  he  was  the  one  who 
`begot'  them.  And  the  way  he  `begot'  the  Corinthians  is  different  from  the  `wise'  at 
Corinth.  He  `begot'  them  b  Xptati  j5  '  ITjaov  &d  tov  Eva  y  ycXiou.  84  Thus  the 
lack  of  recognition  among  the  Corinthians  of  Paul's  status  as  the  founding  father 
shows  that  his  authority  is  being  questioned. 
In  addition  to  the  above,  1  Cor  4.1-5  also  suggest  that  Paul  is  being  `judged'  by 
the  Corinthians.  In  v  1,  he  states  how  the  apostles  are  to  be  viewed:  servants  of  Christ 
and  stewards  of  God's  mysteries  (oü'twS  ý  tc  S...  cb  IOMjp  'ta;  Xpußtoü  xai 
oixovdµoos  guavjpiwv  Ocov).  85  This  could  be  because  the  Corinthians  do  not 
regard  the  apostles  as  such.  Conzelmann  says  that  by  this  Paul  `demands  an  objective 
judgment  of  the  readers'.  86  That  is  to  say,  the  Corinthians  should  judge  the  apostles  as 
servants  of  God,  without  letting  their  relationship  with  the  apostles  colour  their 
83  Dahl  1967:  329  states  that  re-establishing  his  apostolic  authority,  as  founder  and  spiritual  father  of  the 
Corinthian  church  as  a  whole,  is  necessary  for  Paul  before  he  could  go  on  to  answer  the  questions  raised 
by  the  Corinthians. 
84  He  is  therefore  deliberate  when  he  refers  to  Timothy  as  his  'beloved  and  faithful  child  in  the  Lord' 
(t  Kvov  äyautrl'töv  Kai  ittai  dv  Lv  KUptcp,  4.17),  as  if  to  point  out  to  them  that  they  are  not  the  only 
ones  to  whom  he  has  become  'father  in  Christ  Jesus',  there  are  others.  And  Fee  1987:  185  says  that 
Paul's  unique  relationship  to  the  Corinthians  gives  him  'a  special  authority  over  and  responsibility 
toward  them'. 
85  The  use  of  flg&q  instead  oft  should  be  seen  in  connection  with  3.22-23  where  Paul  says  he  belongs 
to  the  Corinthians  and  the  Corinthians  belong  to  Christ  and  Christ  to  God.  Paul  is  the  one  who 
'planted',  i.  e.  the  one  who  preached  the  gospel  to  the  Corinthians,  thereby  bringing  into  existence  the 
Corinthian  church.  Thus,  while  the  use  of  flg&q  includes  other  apostles,  Paul  is  primarily  referring  to 
himself.  Thus,  in  v  3,  Paul  very  quickly  moves  back  to  the  singular  tyoü  and  says  that  he  is  a  victim  of 
the  Corinthians'  judgement. 
86  Conzelmann  1975:  83. 331 
judgment.  Fee  is  probably  right  that  Paul  is  telling  the  Corinthians  that  the  apostles  are 
servants  of  Christ  and  are  therefore  accountable  to  God  alone.  87  The  corollary  is  that 
the  Corinthians  are  in  no  position  to  judge  Paul,  as  Paul  explicitly  states  in  vv  2-5. 
What  Paul  is  therefore  saying  is  that  they  carry  the  authority  of  Christ,  and  therefore  of 
God,  to  do  their  work.  What  is  required  (ý71tiEiti(Xt)88  of  them  is  faithfulness  (i.  e. 
mcn6g  tits  gvpFOjj,  4.2).  The  Corinthians  have  questioned  Paul's  apostolic 
authority  because  they  do  not  regard  him  as  `wise'  in  speech,  nor  fully  recognise  his 
founding  contributions,  nor  his  status  as  their  `father'  in  Christ.  Further,  they  probably 
regard  Paul's  manual  labour  demeaning  of  an  apostle  (cf.  1  Cor  4.9-13),  and  his  refusal 
to  accept  material  support  from  them  a  sign  that  he  is  not  an  apostle.  As  mentioned 
earlier,  in  1  Cor  4.9-13,  Paul  explicitly  says  he  has  grown  weary  from  the  work  of  his 
hands,  and  again  here  in  1  Cor  9  that  he  has  given  up  his  rights  to  material  support. 
But  the  criterion  which  Paul  is  setting  up  here  is  faithfulness,  which  he  meets  by 
preaching  the  gospel  and  teaching  the  Corinthians  (and  other  churches!  )  the  `ways  in 
Christ  Jesus'.  Thus,  it  is  the  Lord  who  judges  him  (1  Cor  4.4).  This  is  an  important 
principle  for  Paul,  which  to  his  mind  is  either  not  known  to  the  Corinthians  or  is 
deliberately  ignored  by  them.  89  The  words  dvaxp{vw  and  icp{vw,  which  appear  three 
times  and  once  respectively  in  these  short  five  verses,  and  the  attention  on  Paul 
87  Fee  1987:  158. 
88  ýtrtEitiat  is  supported  by  B  IF  0289  M  latt  sy  co,  and  is  preferred  over  ýT  tei  to  as  the  context  seems 
to  support  the  reading,  even  though  the  latter  has  relatively  significant  support  from  several  manuscripts: 
P46  K()  ACDFGP6.33.104.365.1505.1739.1881.2464  al.  Fee  1987:  157  and  Barrett  1968:  101 
think  ýT  tcitie  is  probably  secondary.  Hering  1962:  27  thinks  that  there  is  no  reason  against  I;  tItc  tie 
provided  it  is  used  as  an  imperative.  His  translation  of  4.2  as  'Hence,  moreover,  seek  nothing  else  of 
administrators  than  that  they  are  faithful',  though  quite  literal,  does  not  seem  appropriate  to  the  context. 
89  Fee  1987:  160  prefers  a  narrower  meaning  of  `faithfulness'  here  which  he  takes  to  mean  `absolute 
fidelity  to  the  gospel  as  he  received  it  and  preached  it'.  The  overall  context  of  I  Corinthians  indicates  a 
much  broader  meaning. 332 
himself,  all  suggest  that  the  issue  involves  some  form  of  judgement  meted  out  against 
Paul.  What  is  the  judgement  which  the  Corinthians  have  made  against  Paul? 
The  word  dvaxptvco  can  have  several  meanings.  Liddell  and  Scott  provide 
three  categories  of  meaning.  The  first  involves  the  meaning  of  examine  closely; 
investigate;  and  inquire.  The  second  means  the  examination  of  magistrates  to 
determine  their  qualifications;  the  examination  by  magistrates  of  persons  involved  in  a 
suit;  and  the  general  meaning  of  examine.  The  last  means  wrangle  one  with  another.  90 
Paul's  reference  to  a  `human  court'  ((X'vOpwmi.  vT  ýt  pcc)  in  v3  and  the 
mention  of  `before  the  time'  (itpö  xatpov)  in  v5  suggest  that  the  Corinthians  have 
set  themselves  up  like  a  grand  jury  against  Paul,  as  if  they  were  acting  on  the 
eschatological  `Day'  of  God.  91  Hence  Paul  says  `it  is  the  Lord  who  judges  me'  and 
tells  the  Corinthians  not  to  pronounce  judgement  before  the  `Day'  of  the  Lord.  For  the 
judgement  of  God  on  the  `Day'  of  the  coming  of  the  Lord  is  what  counts.  It  is  here 
that  Paul  sets  the  `human  day'  against  `the  Lord's  Day'  and  so  exposes  the 
comparative  insignificance  of  the  former.  92  Because  the  judgement  of  God  would 
expose  the  `purposes  of  the  heart'  (tidq  (3ou%dq  tiwv  Kap&twv),  Paul  may  be 
issuing  a  thinly  veiled  threat  to  the  Corinthians  that  the  `purposes'  of  their  heart  will 
eventually  be  exposed.  93  At  that  time,  each  one  will  receive  whatever  reward  or 
punishment  from  God  (dito  tiov  6Eov)  on  the  basis  of  one's  `deeds'  and  `purposes  of 
90  Liddell-Scott  1940:  109;  cf.  BALD  56. 
91  The  phrase  irpö  icatpov  which  means  'before  the  time'  is  defined  by  i"cos  ddv  011  b  xßptos  (until 
the  Lord  comes),  thus  referring  to  the  eschatological  `judgement  Day'  of  the  Lord.  Cf.  Fee  1987:  163, 
nn30-31;  see  also  BAGD  334. 
92  It  is  unlikely  that  the  'judgement'  of  the  Corinthians  means  little  or  nothing  to  Paul.  The  fact  that  he 
mentions  it  here  and  again  in  9.3,  and  the  fact  that  he  is  trying  to  defend  himself  as  the  founding  apostle 
of  the  Corinthian  church,  show  that  the  'judgement'  does  mean  something  to  him. 
93  Cf.  I  Cor  3.13-15  where  a  close  parallel  has  been  set  up  in  which  Paul  uses  the  metaphor  of  testing 
materials  by  fire  to  describe  the  eschatological  judgement  of  God. 333 
heart'.  These  are  not  simple  explanations  of  the  eschatological  judgement  day  of  God. 
They  are  serious  arguments  set  within  a  larger  context  of  a  tense  relationship  between 
Paul  and  the  Corinthians  in  which  his  apostolic  authority  is  being  questioned. 
A  final  piece  of  evidence  in  I  Cor  1-4  that  shows  that  Paul's  authority  is  being 
questioned  at  Corinth  is  found  in  1  Cor  4.16ff.  In  this  section,  Paul  urges  the 
Corinthians  to  be  imitators  of  him  (ppl  ui  µou  ytvcc  Oc 
,  4.16).  This  follows  his 
argument  that  he  is  their  `father'  in  Christ  Jesus  through  the  preaching  of  the  gospel 
(4.15).  94  But  if  the  Corinthians  were  to  be  Paul's  imitators,  it  means  they  would  need 
to  know  what  about  Paul  they  are  to  imitate.  To  make  the  Corinthians'  imitating 
possible,  Paul  sends  them  Timothy  who  will  `remind'  (dvcgnnjact)  them  of  his 
`ways  in  Christ  Jesus'  ('  dS  65ovS  you  tioiq  ev  Xptatiw  '  Iljaov).  95  The  ways  of 
Paul  are  what  he  teaches  in  every  church  (4.17).  This  leads  to  a  more  fundamental 
question.  Why  should  the  Corinthians  imitate  Paul's  ways?  There  are  basically  two 
answers:  (1)  Paul  is  their  `father'  in  Christ  Jesus;  and  (2)  Paul's  ways  are  the  ways  in 
Christ  Jesus.  `Paul's  ways  in  Christ  Jesus'  precisely  model  those  of  the  earthly  Jesus, 
as  Paul  sets  out  in  4.9-13.  He  is  therefore  able  to  lay  claim  to  his  apostolic  authority 
by  appealing  to  his  lifestyle.  Yet,  this  could  be  the  very  reason  why  the  Corinthians 
cannot  accept  Paul's  apostolic  authority:  manual  labour  and  the  refusal  of  material 
support.  They  do  not  regard  apostleship  from  Paul's  perspective,  i.  e.  an  apostle  is  a 
94  See  the  discussion  on  pp.  329  above. 
's  Chow  1992:  98  compares  the  sending  of  Timothy  to  the  Corinthians  and  the  sending  to  the 
Thessalonians  (1  Thess  2.17-3.13)  and  the  Philippians  (Phil  2.19-24)  and  observes  that  both  the 
Thessalonians  and  the  Philippians  seem  quite  positive  about  Paul  and  vice  versa.  Further,  the  language 
of  warmth  and  such  like,  which  is  present  in  I  Thess  2.17-3.13,  is  absent  from  1  Cor  4.14-21.  Another 
observation  also  points  to  the  fact  that  Paul  and  the  Corinthians  are  having  problems.  Unlike  the 
Thessalonian  and  Philippian  passages,  in  1  Cor  4.14-21,  Paul  actually  explains  the  sending  of  Timothy. 
And  in  I  Cor  16.10-11,  he  seems  to  be  concerned  about  Timothy's  reception.  The  explanation  in  I  Cor 
4.14-21,  coupled  with  16.10-11,  suggests  that  if  the  Corinthians  are  `examining'  and  questioning  Paul's 
authority,  they  may  pose  a  challenging  threat  to  Timothy  and  even  possibly  despise  him;  see  Fee 
1987:  188-89. 334 
servant  of  God  (4.1).  Their  criteria  differ  from  those  which  issue  from  what  Paul 
considers  to  be  God's  perspective.  96  The  simple  twin-answer  points  to  yet  another 
fundamental  reason:  Paul  must  carry  the  authority  in  order  to  be  imitated!  But  why 
should  Paul  send  someone  to  remind  the  Corinthians  of  his  ways  in  Christ  Jesus  if  they 
have  not  abandoned  those  ways?  And  why  would  they  abandon  what  they  have  been 
taught  if  they  have  not  also  come  to  doubt,  or  question,  Paul's  apostolic  authority?  In 
other  words,  the  question  here  has  to  do  with  conflicts  between  Paul  and  the 
Corinthians,  and  the  conflicts  are,  as  Meeks  puts  it,  `directly  about  authority;  they  are 
questions  about  who  makes  decisions  and  who  has  to  obey,  and  why'.  7 
The  issue  of  Paul's  authority  also  has  to  do  with  his  absence  from  Corinth.  In  1 
Cor  4.18,  Paul  says  that  some,  thinking  that  he  is  not  coming  to  Corinth,  have  become 
arrogant  (ýýuatc66iaav).  Verse  19  indicates  that  the  `arrogance'  is  directly  related 
to  the  questioning  of  `Paul's  ways  in  Christ  Jesus',  resulting  in  some  Corinthians' 
abandonment  of  those  `ways'.  Barrett  explains  that  when  Paul  was  present  at  Corinth, 
he  was  able  to  keep  a  close  watch  on  the  Corinthians'  behaviour,  preventing  some  of 
them  from  running  wild.  But  after  he  left  them,  the  freedom  of  the  Corinthians  became 
licence  and  they  became  so  used  to  `pleasing  themselves  without  restraint  that  they 
overlooked  the  possibility  of  his  return'.  98  Thus,  Paul  warns  that  if  God  wills  it,  he 
will  come  and  find  out  what  is  behind  these  `arrogant  people',  i.  e.  their  power  (i 
Svvagig,  4.19).  What  Paul  is  suggesting  is  that  these  people  who  question  his 
authority  are  only  capable  in  their  `speech'  (v  X&ycp,  4.19),  whereas  the  kingdom  of 
96  Cf.  Fee  1987:  186-87;  see  also  Litfin  1994:  226-33. 
97  Meeks  1983:  117. 
98  Barrett  1968:  117.  Fee  1987:  190  says  that  Paul's  failure  to  return  to  Corinth  after  some  years,  his  lack 
of  wisdom  and  eloquence  combine  to  give  the  gospel  and  himself  a  poor  showing.  This  therefore  leads 
to  the  Corinthians'  attitude  towards  him. 335 
God  is  not  dependent  upon  `word',  but  on  `power'  (ev  Svv(xµct,  4.20)  99  And  that  is 
why  he  is  not  interested  in  the  content  of  their  `speech'  (4.19),  but  only  in  their 
`power'.  Thus,  the  power-challenge  here  is  who  has  the  Svvaµts  to  determine  how 
people  behave  in  Corinth.  And  the  questions  in  verse  21  show  that  Paul  may  have  to 
resort  to  something  more  drastic  in  order  to  safeguard  his  authority.  If  the  Corinthians 
change  their  attitudes  and  accept  Paul's  ways  in  Christ,  then  the  consequence  would  be 
`love';  the  alternative  is  `discipline',  i.  e.  the  `stick'. 
Although  the  above  statements  of  Paul  in  1  Cor  1-4  may  not  individually  reveal 
that  Paul's  apostolic  authority  is  being  questioned  at  Corinth,  taken  as  a  whole,  they 
strongly  suggest  that  Paul's  apostolic  authority  is  not  altogether  a  settled  issue.  The 
party  divisions  indicate  that  not  all  Corinthians  are  loyal  to  Paul;  some  have  probably 
given  his  status  as  an  apostle  less  recognition  than  Paul  would  have  liked  it  to  be.  His 
arguments  that  he  is  the  one  who  `planted',  the  `skilled  master-builder'  who  laid  the 
foundation,  point  to  the  same  suggestion  that  his  apostolic  position  is  less  than  firm. 
Some  of  the  Corinthians  have  probably  looked  to  other  leaders,  instead  of  Paul.  This 
has  implications  for  Paul  and  his  preaching.  The  grounds  for  calling  into  question 
Paul's  authority  are  various:  his  inability  to  speak  `wisdom',  his  manual  labour,  his 
lifestyle,  and  his  refusal  to  accept  material  support  (cf.  1  Cor  9).  Paul,  however,  argues 
that  the  Corinthians  have  perceived  apostles  wrongly,  i.  e.  from  a  worldly  perspective. 
God's  perspective  is  that  they  are  servants  and  only  God  can  judge  them.  Further, 
Paul's  ways  are  the  ways  in  Christ  Jesus  which  he  has  taught  in  every  church, 
including  the  Corinthian  church.  As  their  founding  father,  he  wants  them  to  model 
their  lives  after  his.  He  will  visit  them  to  execute  disciplinary  action  against  those  who 
99  Cf.  I  Cor  2.4-5:  `My  speech  and  my  proclamation  were  not  with  plausible  words  of  wisdom,  but  with 
a  demonstration  of  the  Spirit  and  of  power,  so  that  your  faith  might  rest  not  on  human  wisdom  but  on 
the  power  of  God'. 336 
are  `arrogant',  but  will  display  love  should  they  alter  their  attitudes  and  behaviour. 
Thus,  Paul's  authority  as  an  apostle  at  Corinth  is  very  much  under  challenge. 
7.4  The  double  purpose  of  1  Cor  9:  authority  and  example 
In  section  7.2,  we  have  argued  that  1  Cor  9  constitutes  Paul's  defence  of  his 
authority,  100  and  in  section  7.3,  we  have  demonstrated  the  links  between  1  Cor  9  and  1 
Cor  1-4,  and  shown  from  1  Cor  1-4  that  Paul's  authority  is  being  questioned  in 
Corinth.  How  does  Paul  defend  his  authority  in  1  Cor  9?  Further,  9.19-23  indicate 
that  Paul  is  willing  to  become  a  slave  to  others  for  the  sake  of  the  gospel.  This  raises 
the  question  as  to  why  Paul  should  enslave  himself  to  others,  when  he  has  just  sought 
to  re-establish  or  defend  his  authority  in  9.1-18.  If  we  examine  closely,  it  would 
become  clear  that  Paul  has  a  double  purpose  in  1  Cor  9:  defence  of  his  apostolic 
authority  and  example  to  the  `strong'  on  idolatrous  behaviour.  The  example  includes 
the  place  of  discipline  in  the  giving  up  of  such  rights  and  its  eschatological  benefits  (1 
Cor  9.24-27).  And  it  is  directly  related  to  the  whole  issue  of  the  idolatrous  behaviour 
of  the  `strong'. 
In  1  Cor  9.1-18,  Paul  re-establishes  his  authority  by  putting  forward  17 
questions,  some  of  which  ask  the  same  thing  but  are  couched  differently.  By  looking 
at  the  questions,  it  is  possible  for  us  to  know  what  answers  Paul  is  expecting.  And  by 
looking  at  these  answers,  it  is  possible  to  see  what  the  Corinthians  would  probably 
have  understood  Paul  to  be  saying,  i.  e.  the  defence  of  his  authority.  The  first  few 
verses  show  that  Paul  believes  that  he  is  not  only  an  apostle,  but  a  `free  apostle',  in  the 
sense  that  he  is  free  to  accept  or  to  reject  the  support  to  which  he  is  entitled.  The 
importance  of  ttouata,  following  1  Cor  8.9,  is  played  out  in  Paul's  argument 
throughout.  Being  `free',  being  an  `apostle',  and  having  seen  the  Lord  are  all  one  and 
10°  See  pp.  313-19  above  for  a  more  detailed  treatment  of  I  Cor  9.1-5.  Since  these  verses  have  already 
been  discussed  there,  no  further  elaboration  is  needed  here,  save  for  a  short  summary. 337 
the  same  thing  for  Paul.  101  For  it  was  precisely  during  his  seeing  the  Lord  that  he  was 
commissioned  to  preach  to  the  Gentiles  (Gal  1.11-12,15;  cf.  1  Cor  15.8-10),  that  he 
became  an  apostle  who  has  been  set  `free'  by  the  very  gospel  he  was  persecuting  and 
for  which  he  is  now  working. 
Being  an  apostle  and  `free'  means  that  Paul  can  lay  claim  to  those  material 
things  to  which  he  is  entitled:  food  and  drink  (9.4),  a  wife  (9.5),  freedom  from  work 
(9.6),  and  rewards  from  spiritual  work  (9.7-12a).  These  entitlements  are  summarised 
in  verses  13-14  with  a  further  `injunction',  or  `charge',  or  `command'  of  the  Lord  (b 
i  i)ptog  &  tatcv...  ).  The  setting  out  of  Paul's  entitlements  involves  three  stages: 
(1)  illustrations  from  everyday  life  analogy  (9.4-11);  (2)  argument  from  scripture,  the 
cultic  tradition,  a  command  of  the  Lord  (9.13-14);  and  (3)  Paul's  actual  practice  and 
his  reasons  -  the  giving  up  of  his  `right'  (9.12b,  15-23). 
The  first  stage  involves  Paul's  own  view  that  he  is  entitled  to  basic  food  and 
drink,  and  a  believing  wife.  The  question  of  food  and  drink  is  directly  related  to  the 
eating  of  meat  in  chapter  8.  For  in  I  Cor  8.13,  Paul  says  that  he  will  never  eat  meat  if 
it  causes  fellow  Christians  to  fall.  The  giving  up  of  this  particular  right  therefore  has 
to  do  with  the  decision  not  to  cause  anyone  to  fall  in  8.13.  And  it  highlights  the  nature 
of  `freedom'  and  `right',  i.  e.  freedom  and  right  are  intertwined  in  the  sense  that  Paul 
has  Lkouata  to  be  `free'  (Um'  Opos),  and  has  the  `freedom'  to  choose  how  his 
ekovata  is  to  be  exercised.  This  idea  of  having  the  `right'  to  food  and  drink  therefore 
anticipates  what  he  is  going  to  say  in  9.19-23.02 
101  Malherbe  1994:  239. 
102  Fee  1987:  402  thinks  this  analysis  is  difficult  to  sustain.  For  he  argues  that  8.1-13  is  not  just  about 
eating  idol  food,  but  about  eating  it  in  idol  temples.  Besides,  other  passages  such  as  9.19-23,10.29b-30, 
and  10.31,  show  that  Paul  does  not  always  abstain  from  such  food.  He  is  correct  in  arguing  that  Paul 
has  a  right  to  the  support  of  'food  and  drink'  from  the  Corinthians.  However,  Paul  has  refused  such 
support  and  is  therefore  being  judged.  Thus,  the  'food  and  drink'  here  has  to  do  with  not  only  his  right 
to  the  Corinthians'  material  support,  but  also  his  giving  up  of  the  support  and  his  reasons  for  it,  which 338 
The  entitlement  to  a  believing  wife,  however,  is  problematic.  It  is  possible  that 
Paul's  unmarried  status  (cf.  1  Cor  7.8)  has  been  judged  by  the  Corinthians  to  be  an 
indication  of  the  lack  of  authenticity  of  his  apostleship,  '  03  on  the  basis  that  most  other 
apostles104  are  accompanied  by  their  spouses.  105  The  reference  to  the  other  apostles 
indicates  that  the  Corinthians  have  compared  Paul  to  them.  106  Thus,  the  mention  of  the 
company  of  a  wife  becomes  necessary  in  Paul's  effort  in  establishing  his  apostolic 
authority. 
The  right  to  basic  necessities  is  expanded  in  two  further  questions  with  two 
different  metaphors,  one  military  and  the  other  agricultural  (v  7).  Both  are  meant  to 
elicit  a  negative  answer.  The  point  of  the  questions  is  that  whatever  one  may  be,  a 
soldier,  or  a  farmer,  or  a  shepherd,  one  expects  to  be  sustained  by  one's  `produce'  or 
`flock',  it  is  one's  right.  107  This  particular  argument  takes  us  back  to  verses  1-2  where 
he  says  that  they  (the  Corinthians)  are  his  `work  in  the  Lord'  and  `the  seal  of  his 
apostleship'.  In  other  words,  like  the  people  in  the  various  examples,  Paul  is  entitled 
to  the  `produce'  of  his  'work' 
. 
108  This  same  point  is  raised  again  in  verses  11-12.  This 
Paul  has  already  briefly  mentioned  in  8.13.  Those  passages  Fee  cites  in  fact  precisely  argue  that  Paul 
will  do  whatever  he  has  to  do  in  order  to  advance  the  gospel,  including  abstaining  from  idol-meat.  Cf. 
Barrett  1968:  202;  Conzelmann  1975:  153. 
103  Fee  1987:  403. 
104  o't  XotUtoi  dirdo  toXot  (the  rest  of  the  apostles)  could  be  a  reference  to  the  twelve.  However,  from 
1  Cor  15,  we  know  Paul  has  a  broader  definition  of  an  apostle. 
105  Barrett  1968:  203  points  out  that  it  is  not  only  an  apostolic  theory  but  also  an  apostolic  practice  that 
apostles  have  the  right  to  have  their  wives  maintained  by  the  communities  in  which  they  work.  Cf. 
Conzelmann  1975:  153  who  asks  whether  we  should  add  'at  the  expense  of  the  community'  to  dit)L4  jv 
yuvaixa  ireptäycty,  although  he  does  not  discuss  the  issue. 
106  Fee  1987:  403,  'Even  his  fellow  tentmakers  are  a  married  couple  (Acts  18.3).  How  is  it,  the 
Corinthians  wonder,  given  what  all  others  do,  that  he  and  his  companions  are  not  accompanied  by 
wives?  Does  this  also  say  something  about  the  authenticity  of  his  apostleship?  ' 
107  Fee  1987:  405;  Barrett  1968:  204-5  makes  these  statements:  '...  A  soldier  on  service  expects  to  be 
maintained;  why  not  an  apostle?  ... 
A  vinedresser  expects  to  be  nourished  from  that  on  which  he  bestows 
his  labour;  why  not  an  apostle?  ...  A  herdsman  reaps  advantage  from  the  flock  he  cares  for;  why  not  an 
apostle?...  ' 
108  Fee  1987:  405,  'He  (Paul)  should  expect  to  be  sustained  from  his  'produce'  or'flock'  -  the  church 
that  owes  its  existence  to  him'. 339 
indicates  to  the  Corinthians  that  even  though  Paul  refuses  their  material  support  he  is 
in  fact  entitled  to  it.  Thus,  he  sets  aside  their  questioning  of  his  authority  on  the  basis 
of  his  refusal  of  material  support. 
This  argument  of  Paul  does  not  rest  on  mere  rhetoric;  for  he  goes  on  to  say  that 
he  is  not  resting  his  case  on  human  reasoning,  a  possibly  sarcastic  reference  to  his 
critics'  dependence  on  human  authority  derived  from  `wise  speech'.  This  is  the  second 
stage  of  the  three-stage  argument:  moving  from  everyday  life  analogies  to  a  more 
authoritative  basis.  Paul's  case  rests  on  `written'  authority  (v  'yäp  tiw  Mw  i  oz 
vd  tcp  y&ypaittiat...,  I  Cor  9.9).  109  His  concept  of  the  right  of  apostles  to  basic 
material  support  comes  from  his  understanding  of  scripture,  which  constitutes  an 
appeal  to  God's  authority,  since  the  Law  is  none  other  than  the  Word  of  God.  This  is  a 
powerful  use  of  the  Jewish  source  of  authority,  particularly  if  the  `strong'  have  had 
Jewish  influence,  as  we  have  shown  in  chapter  six.  The  citation  is  from  Deut  25.4,  ob 
x'jµcSßetg  [3ovv  d  Xociiv'ta  (do  not  muzzle  an  ox  while  it  is  treading  [in  the  field],  1 
Cor  9.9).  (10  The  powerful  argument  from  this  particular  citation  is  that  Paul  seems  to 
be  suggesting  that  by  calling  into  question  his  apostolic  authority,  the  Corinthians  may 
in  fact  be  trying  to  apply  a  muzzle  on  him,  that  is,  to  control  him.  111  Yet  Paul's 
argument  is  precisely  that  like  the  labouring  ox,  he  is  not  to  be  `muzzled',  for  he  is 
entitled  to  the  `grain'.  Presumably,  if  a  law  has  been  laid  down  to  `protect'  animals,  112 
109  The  series  of  questions  from  v9  all  the  way  to  v  12a  assume  on  the  part  of  the  Corinthians  a 
knowledge  of  the  scripture,  which  strongly  suggests  the  Jewish  background  of  some  of  the  Corinthians. 
This  further  strengthens  our  case  that  the  Corinthians  have  in  one  way  or  the  other  been  influenced  by 
Jewish  culture,  in  whatever  form. 
110  This  is  a  slightly  different  quotation  from  the  LXX  which  reads:  Ov  4tµoSaet;  ßovv  dckowvtc 
. 
Both  KT1µ6w  and  4tµdw  basically  mean  quite  the  same  thing,  i.  e.  to  put  a  `muzzle'  on  the  animal. 
111  Horrell  1996:  215  rightly  argues  that  Paul  refuses  the  Corinthians'  material  support  so  as  not  to  be 
obligated  to  them. 
112  The  command  not  to  muzzle  an  ox  while  it  is  treading  out  the  grain  has  to  be  taken  to  serve  as  a 
`protection'  of  the  animal  from  being  deprived,  rather  than  as  a  `reward',  since  for  an  ox  to  eat  from  the 340 
certainly  human  labourers  ought  to  be  even  more  protected,  indeed,  rewarded.  '  13  The 
verse,  therefore,  serves  as  Paul's  basis  for  insisting  that  just  as  those  who  labour 
physically  receive  physical  rewards,  those  who  labour  for  spiritual  reasons  ought  to 
reap  even  more  physical  rewards  (1  Cor  9.11-12a).  And  by  comparing  himself  to 
others  who  have  laid  claim  on  the  Corinthians  (si  dk%ot  tij  vµwv  Ekovßtccq 
tctiýXov(ytv),  114  Paul  appears  to  be  saying  that  if  others  who  did  not  found  the 
Corinthian  church  could  receive  support  from  them,  then  as  the  founding  apostle  he 
has  an  even  greater  right  to  their  support  (ov  g&Uov  'nµeis;  )  (9.12a)!  115  The 
difference  is  that  Paul  has  not  made  use  of  this  apostolic  right.  Thus  verse  12b  shows 
Paul's  understanding  of  his  choice  to  decline  material  support  and  to  resort  to  manual 
labour.  For  him,  the  gospel  is  everything,  i.  e.  it  determines  all  his  actions.  116 
In  1  Cor  9.13,  Paul  moves  to  the  example  from  the  cultic  tradition.  Those  who 
are  employed  at  the  temple  as  well  as  those  who  serve  at  the  altar  both  get  their  food 
from  the  temple  and  the  altar,  respectively.  It  is  possible  that  they  are  an  allusion  to 
Lev  6.16  and  Deut  18.1,  where  Aaron  and  his  sons,  and  the  levitical  priests  are 
instructed  to  eat  from  what  has  been  sacrificed,  as  they  are  the  Lord's  `workers'. 
Hence,  Deut  18.2  says  that  the  levitical  priests  will  have  no  inheritance  because  the 
grain  while  treading  it  appears  to  be  a  convenience.  By  re-interpreting  the  command  and  applying  to 
himself,  Paul  effectively  alters  the  concept  of  'protection'  of  the  command  to  that  of  'reward'. 
113  Hering  1962:  78  views  this  as  a  Rabbinic  argument  a  minori  ad  maius,  from  lesser  to  greater.  Weiss 
1910:  237,  'Wie  Pflüger  und  Drescher  arbeiten  müssen  auf  Hoffnung,  auf  Lohn  und  Anteil  an  der  Ernte, 
so  ist  auch  P.  als  Missionar  angewiesen  auf  einen  Lohn  seiner  Arbeit'.  Certainly,  the  logic  Paul  is 
operating  on  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Synoptic  tradition,  `...  are  you  not  of  more  value  than  they  (i.  e.  birds 
of  the  air)?  '  (Matt  6.26). 
114  Who  exactly  these  dUot  are  is  uncertain.  Hering  1962:  78  suggests  that  the  way  Paul  speaks  of  the 
Judaising  apostles  in  2  Cor  11.20  makes  the  dUot  appear  to  refer  to  the  apostles  and  evangelists  from 
Judaea,  although  he,  also  concedes  that  there  is  no  way  of  confirming  this.  Fee  1987:  409-10  thinks  it 
more  likely  refers  to  Apollos  and  Peter.  It  is  possible  that  Paul  has  in  mind  those  he  mentions  in  9.5. 
115  BAGD  514,  on  tfis  vµwv  ikl  ova{as  j.  tct  ovaty:  enjoy  authority  over  you.  Thus,  Paul's  'right' 
to  the  Corinthians'  support  is  directly  related  to  his  apostolic  authority  over  them. 
116  Fee  1987:  410-11;  Thiselton  2000:  691  argues  that  eyxoltt'j  suggests  'avoiding  roughening  the  path 
for  the  gospel'.  See  further  Barrett  1968:  207. 341 
Lord  is  their  `inheritance'  (LXX:  ii  poq,  `allotment  of  land';  the  Hebrew  ill5n  K1ý 
7111=  literally  means  `the  Lord  is  their  possession').  Although  Fee  argues  that  the 
background  is  unimportant  as  both  Jewish  as  well  as  pagan  temples  would  have  had 
the  same  principle,  117  the  Jewish  background  of  the  `strong',  particularly  their 
knowledge  that  idols  are  nothing  in  the  world  and  that  there  is  no  God  but  one,  is  likely 
to  remind  them  of  the  scripture.  '  18  Moreover,  since  Paul  has  just  mentioned  Deut  25.4, 
it  is  probable  that  he  has  in  mind  the  general  principles  of  the  Torah  on  this  matter. 
This  is  further  confirmed  by  9.14  where  he  says,  `In  the  same  way,  the  Lord 
commanded...  '  (ovtws  icai  6  xvpto;  SL  'ca4ev...  ).  It  seems  unlikely  that  Paul 
would  allow  any  possible  link  between  the  Synoptic  tradition  and  the  pagan  temples, 
and  it  seems  equally  unlikely  that  he  would  allow  such  an  implication,  since  he  is 
relatively  hostile  to  idolatry,  as  we  have  shown  in  the  previous  chapter.  If  this 
constitutes  yet  another  reminder  of  the  general  principles  of  the  Torah,  then  Paul  has 
ably  led  his  readers  to  the  point  where  he  has  the  scriptural  backing  and  the  cultic 
tradition  to  prove  that  he  has  the  right  to  the  Corinthians'  support. 
We  move  to  consider  the  next  most  precise  of  Paul's  arguments,  namely,  the 
command  of  the  Lord.  For  Paul,  his  right  to  material  support  is  not  based  simply  on 
day-to-day  analogies,  nor  only  on  the  principles  of  the  Jewish  scripture;  more 
importantly,  it  is  a  command  of  the  Lord.  Paul  is  most  likely  referring  to  Matt  10.10 
and  Luke  10.7  where  Jesus  is  said  to  have  taught  the  disciples  two  basic  principles 
when  preaching:  (1)  remain  in  the  house  that  welcomes  them,  eating  and  drinking  from 
1  17  Fee  1987:  412,  n82.  Barrett  1968:  207-8  notes  that  the  customs  were  widespread  in  antiquity.  But  it 
would  be  trivialising  Paul's  argument  if,  having  argued  from  Deut  25.4  Paul  should  now  turn  to  an 
analogy  whose  background  is  unimportant.  The  background,  contrary  to  Fee,  is  important  because  the 
pagan  practice  would  be  considered  rather  irrelevant  to  Paul's  right  as  an  apostle.  Whereas  the  Jewish 
scripture  is  more  directly  related  and  relevant  to  the  belief  of  Paul  and  the  knowledge  of  the  'strong'. 
11$  Hering  1962:  79  observes  that  there  may  be  a  parallelism  between  the  priesthood  of  the  Old  Covenant 
and  the  ministry  of  the  apostles.  He  further  observes  that  the  same  analogy  is  attested  in  Rom  15.16.  In 
any  case,  the  phrase  o'  )K  ot5a'te  suggests  that  the  Corinthians  are  aware  of  this  cultic  tradition. 342 
what  the  household  has  provided,  with  the  reasoning  that  the  labourers  are  worthy  of 
their  wages;  119  and  (2)  do  not  move  from  house  to  house.  Of  these,  Paul  seems  to  be 
making  use  of  the  point  concerning  the  labourers'  worthiness  for  wages  and 
interpreting  it  as  a  command  of  the  Lord.  There  are  two  implications  which  follow 
Paul's  re-interpretation  of  this  instruction:  (1)  the  apostle  has  a  right  to  live  by  the 
material  support  of  the  Corinthians;  and  (2)  since  Paul  has  given  up  the  right  to  the 
Corinthians'  support,  his  refusal  to  accept  support  would  constitute  an  act  of 
disobedience  to  the  Lord's  command.  While  (1)  helps  to  affirm  Paul's  right,  (2) 
creates  a  problem.  Murphy-O'Connor  asks  by  what  authority  Paul  re-classified  an 
obligation  into  a  right,  and  argues  that  Paul's  practice  is  that  he  did  not  consider  Jesus' 
precepts  binding  all  the  time,  but  only  as  guidelines  to  be  applied  critically.  120 
Similarly,  Witherington  takes  this  as  Paul's  thinking  that  such  a  rule  is  not  binding 
because  it  was  given  for  his  benefit,  not  as  something  he  has  to  do  to  be  a  true 
apostle.  121  Fee  argues  that  this  word  of  Jesus  is  not  a  `command'  but  a  proverb  which 
Jesus  applied  to  his  instruction  to  the  72  when  he  sent  them  out  to  preach;  and  it  is 
meant  for  the  missionaries'  benefits.  122  Paul  views  it  as  a  `command'  of  the  Lord 
`because  it  has  the  net  effect  of  the  tradition',  123  i.  e.  the  overall  effect  of  the  tradition. 
And  Paul  intends  to  impress  upon  his  readers  that  his  right  to  their  material  support  is 
an  undisputed  fact  enshrined  in  the  Lord's  command.  124  The  Corinthians  know  best 
19  The  same  is  also  mentioned  in  I  Tim  5.18  where  Deut  25.4  is  also  part  of  the  teaching  on  how  those 
who  labour  in  preaching  and  teaching  ought  to  be  treated. 
120  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  87. 
121  Witherington  1111995:  2  10. 
122  Fee  1987:  413,  see  also  his  n96. 
123  Fee  1987:  413;  Barrett  1968:  208  states  that  Paul  seldom  quotes  Jesus'  words,  but  does  so  here  in 
order  to  build  up  a  particularly  strong  case  for  a  practice  he  himself  does  not  apply. 
124  Fee  1987:  413,  n91  notes  the  use  of  the  word  K  ccxyyýX?.  w  instead  of  EüayyeX{l  oµat  to  be  rare. 
It  is  possible  that  Paul  meant  it  to  be  a  word  play,  where  ct  ayytXtov  and  xatiayy)J  co  both  share 
the  cognate  of  dyyeXog,  so  as  to  emphasise  the  nature  of  the  `preaching'. 343 
whether  Paul  is  a  `proclaimer'  of  the  gospel;  and  they  know  best  whether  Paul  ought  to 
live  by  the  gospel. 
Paul  moves  into  the  third  stage  with  an  obvious  question  now  facing  him:  if  he 
has  so  vigorously  argued  for  his  apostolic  authority  and  thus  his  right  to  material 
support,  why  does  he  refuse  the  very  support  to  which  he  has  a  right?  In  vv  12b  and 
15,  Paul  says  he  has  not  used  the  right  for  the  reason  that  he  does  not  want  to  put  any 
hindrance  (&yxoztTj)  in  the  way  of  the  gospel.  The  giving  up  of  his  right  is  something 
in  which  he  can  glory;  it  is  his  boast  (xavxijµ(x)  which  he  will  not  give  up.  Thus,  his 
reason  and  purpose  in  refusing  material  support  are  precisely  to  fulfil  his  apostolic 
function  of  proclaiming  the  gospel.  Scholars  have  adduced  various  options  for 
explaining  Paul's  refusal  of  material  support. 
Käsemann  argues  that  Paul's  reward  is  in  preaching  the  gospel  without 
financial  reimbursement;  this  accounts  for  his  refusal  of  material  support,  for  it  would 
mean  losing  his  boast  and  his  reward.  Further,  Käsemann  says  that  the  ävdyxT  in 
9.16  acts  on  Paul  with  `a  force  like  that  of  a  destiny'  so  that  he  is  not  a  free  agent; 
however,  he  is  blessed  in  his  action.  125  Scholars  have  adduced  several  reasons  for 
Paul's  refusal  of  financial  support,  which  serve  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  term 
L'yxo1t1j.  First,  if  Paul  were  to  insist  on  accepting  financial  support,  then  the  poor 
among  the  Gentiles  might  hesitate  about  accepting  the  gospel,  since  the  resulting 
financial  support  would  become  a  hindrance.  126  This,  however,  is  not  the  case  as  Paul 
did  accept  support  from  the  Macedonians  even  though  he  knew  they  had  experienced 
125  Käsemann  1969:  233.  The  point  is  further  emphasised:  `Its  burden  is,  that  he  who  loves  can  and  must 
renounce  his  rights,  however  well-founded  they  may  be,  if  he  is  to  go  on  really  loving  and  serving 
effectively'. 
126  Barrett  1968:  207;  Holmberg  1978:  92;  similarly  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  88  adduces  the  same  reason 
for  Paul's  refusal  of  financial  support. 344 
extreme  poverty  (cf.  2  Cor  8.2).  127  Similarly,  Theissen's  and  Marshall's  argument  that 
Paul  tries  to  make  the  pioneering  mission  as  effective  as  possible  during  the  initial 
stage  by  not  becoming  a  financial  burden  is  weak,  128  since  Paul  in  2  Cor  11.9  and 
12.14  says  that  he  would  never  burden  the  Corinthians  at  any  time.  Second,  by 
refusing  financial  support,  Barrett  argues,  Paul  is  trying  to  avoid  the  misunderstanding 
that  he  preaches  the  gospel  for  gain,  which  may  also  jeopardise  the  collection 
mentioned  in  16.1.129  This  is  possible  but  unlikely  since  the  two  seem  to  be  quite 
different  matters,  although  they  are  about  money.  130  The  third  reason  has  been  given 
by  Holmberg  and  others,  that  is,  Paul  would  accept  financial  support  from  a  church 
only  after  he  has  left  it.  131  This  does  not  explain  Paul's  decision  not  to  accept  financial 
support,  as  he  has  already  left  Corinth  at  the  time  of  writing  1  Corinthians.  And  the 
same  problem  remains  an  issue  even  in  2  Cor,  when  Paul  has  long  left  Corinth.  A 
fourth  explanation  is  that  Paul's  behaviour  is  meant  to  model  the  love  and  self-sacrifice 
of  Jesus,  132  a  possible  reason  as  Paul  later  calls  upon  the  Corinthians  to  be  `imitators' 
of  him  as  he  is  an  `imitator'  of  Christ  (1  Cor  11.1;  cf.  4.16).  In  other  words,  by 
refusing  material  support,  Paul  is  doing  two  things.  On  the  one  hand,  he  wishes  to 
imitate  Jesus'  love  and  self-sacrifice;  on  the  other  hand,  he  wishes  that  others  too 
might  imitate  his  attitude  and  behaviour,  the  absence  of  which  (a  result  of  his  accepting 
127  Thus,  the  argument  of  Dungan  1971:  15  that  Paul's  policy  is  not  to  be  a  burden  to  the  poorer  churches 
does  not  hold  water  either. 
128  Theissen  1982:  40;  and  Marshall  1987:  176. 
129  Barrett  1968:  207;  Holmberg  1978:  93  further  says  that  the  ingrained  mistrust  in  the  non-Jewish  world 
of  sophists  who  lived  at  the  expense  of  others  is  another  possible  reason  for  the  common  practice  that 
the  missionaries  work  for  their  own  living. 
"o  If  Paul  can  succeed  in  arguing  for  his  right  to  financial  support  and  in  showing  and  persuading  the 
Corinthians  that  his  giving  up  of  the  right  serves  as  an  example  to  them,  it  might  even  help  the 
collection,  that  is,  like  Paul  who  gives  up  his  right  to  material  support,  the  Corinthians  ought  also  to 
demonstrate  the  sacrificial  attitude  of  Christ,  which  Paul  imitates,  by  giving  generously  and  sacrificially 
for  the  needy  Jerusalem  church  (cf.  2  Cor  9.6-7). 
131  Holmberg  1978:  94;  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  88. 
132  Barrett  1968:  207;  Holmberg  1978:  93. 345 
support)  would  serve  as  a  hindrance  to  the  gospel,  that  is,  the  kind  of  ethical  behaviour 
that  should  rightly  issue  from  one's  acceptance  of  the  gospel  would  be  thwarted!  This 
concept  of  not  putting  a  hindrance  to  the  gospel  by  imitating  Christ  is  elaborated  later 
in  vv  19ff,  where,  by  making  a  link  between  giving  up  one's  right  and  the 
proclamation  of  the  gospel,  Paul  seeks  to  demonstrate  how  the  `strong'  behave  with 
regard  to  idol-meat  has  implications  for  whether  the  gospel  is  advanced  or  hampered 
(cf.  1  Cor  8.10-12).  Thus,  in  vv  15b-18  Paul  spells  out  the  rationale  behind  his  giving 
up  of  his  right,  and  so  sets  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'. 
In  v  12b,  Paul  states  that  he  would  `endure'  (a  c&  yoµev)  anything  (itdvtoc) 
rather  than  put  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  gospel.  In  v  15b,  this  refusal  to  put  an 
obstacle  is  couched  differently,  that  is,  he  has  established  his  apostolic  rights,  not  in 
order  to  claim  them,  but  to  show  that  he  has  given  them  up.  And  it  is  described  as  his 
ground  for  boasting  (,  to  xavxlWa  tov  ovöcK  xcvoSact),  133  which  he  would  not 
surrender.  The  abrupt  break  that  comes  after  the  clause  KcL?  civ  ydp  got  t  XXov 
äitoOaveiv  ij  is  difficult  to  explain.  Fee  rightly  says  that  it  is  not  certain  as  to  how 
Paul  would  have  intended  the  sentence  to  end;  but  goes  on  to  say  that  the  broken 
clause  has  its  own  power  and  that  Paul  probably  intended  the  interrupting  sentence.  134 
Conzelmann  argues  that  Paul's  boast  lies  precisely  in  his  renunciation  of  his  rights, 
whose  sense  is  plain  in  the  verses  that  follow.  135  But  he  does  not  explain  why,  in  one 
moment,  Paul  says  his  renunciation  is  ground  for  boasting,  and  in  another,  seems  to 
contradict  himself  by  saying  that  if  he  preaches  the  gospel  it  is  not  a  boast  for  him 
1"  ov3ei.  S  xevcLaet  has  impressive  support:  P46  tt  B  D*-O  33.1739.1881  pc  b;  Tert  Ambst  Pei.  Other 
readings  are  tva  its  xEvo.  Sap  and  ovOei;  µtj  icevcßaet,  both  of  which  have  weaker  support 
compared  to  the  reading  oi&ig  xevo5aet.  See  also  Thiselton  2002:  693. 
134  Fee  1987:  417;  Barrett  1968:  208  thinks  this  is  characteristically  Pauline  as  he  cites  other  Pauline 
passages. 
135  Conzelmann  1975:  157. 346 
(&dv  yap  EvayyeXtýwµat,  oüx  tatity  got  xaüxilµa",  9.16a).  His  view  that  the 
sentence  breaks  down  unless  we  read  ij  as  'rj,  `truly',  may  have  some  merit.  136  In  other 
words,  the  sentence  would  have  read,  `For  it  is  good  for  me  rather  to  die;  truly  no  one 
shall  empty  me  of  my  boast'.  This  means  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause,  Paul  rejects  the 
notion  of  the  previous  clause  that  he  might  be  setting  out  his  rights  in  order  to  claim 
them.  And  in  the  second  part,  he  argues  that  no  one,  indeed  no  Corinthian,  will  be  able 
to  convince  him  to  change  his  mind  about  refusing  support.  For  this  is  his  boast. 
The  seemingly  contradictory  clause  in  9.16a  is  in  fact  exactly  what  Paul  is 
saying:  preaching  the  gospel  is  not  his  boast,  but  the  preaching  for  free!  The  reason  is 
that  he  is  called  and  commissioned  to  preach  the  gospel;  137  and  he  has  chosen  to  fulfil 
his  calling  and  commission  for  free. 
This  is  the  point  of  v  17.  Paul's  use  of  the  words  bxo5v  and  oixcov  indicates 
that  he  understands  `reward'  (pcYG6S)  as  the  result  of  a  voluntary  act.  Thus,  if  his 
preaching  of  the  gospel  was  `willing'  (Ko3v),  he  would  receive  a  `reward'  (p  tcOdv 
tX  co);  if  not,  then  what  he  is  doing  is  a  `stewardship'  entrusted  to  him  (obcovoµtav 
iteittauvµ(xti).  This  point  is  further  developed  by  Martin  who  analyses  1  Cor  9  on 
the  basis  of  the  concept  of  slavery  in  the  context  of  moral  philosophy  and  concludes 
that  when  Paul  uses  Li  3v,  oixwv  and  ävd'yx'i,  he  is  implying  that  he  is  a  slave  of 
Christ  -  free  people  act  willingly,  but  slaves  act  unwillingly.  138  Martin  then  argues 
136  Conzelmann  1975:  156,  n6;  157,  n22 
137  Käsemann  1969:  228  rightly  says  that  the  `compulsion'  arises  out  of  Paul's  commission  to  preach  the 
gospel.  Conzelmann  1975:  157,  'He  has  not  chosen  his  own  calling.  He  was  called  and  accordingly 
stands  under  constraint'. 
132  Martin  1990:  74-76.  Cf.  Malherbe  1994:  238-51  who  analyses  Paul's  language  in  the  light  of  Cynics' 
and  Stoics'  concepts  of  determinism  and  free  will.  On  Paul's  argument,  Malherbe  states:  'Although  he 
has  necessity  laid  upon  him  to  preach  the  gospel,  he  does  so  willingly  and  has  a  reward.  Were  he  to 
preach  unwillingly,  he  would  nevertheless  have  to  preach,  for  he  has  been  entrusted  with  an 
oixovoµ{a'. 347 
that  Paul's  action  would  produce  two  kinds  of  reaction.  One  reaction  would  be  from 
the  educated,  trained  people  who  were  familiar  with  the  moral  philosophical  discourse, 
which  is  one  of  shock  as  they  would  view  Paul's  admission  that  he  is  preaching  under 
`compulsion'  as  an  indication  that  he  is  not  a  free,  wise  and  true  philosopher.  The 
other  reaction  would  be  from  the  ordinary  people  unfamiliar  with  the  moral 
philosophical  discourse  and  would  therefore  view  Paul's  language  positively,  as 
having  a  high  status-by-association  form  of  slavery,  i.  e.  slave  of  Christ.  139  This 
argument,  though  attractive,  is  not  without  problems.  For  example,  how  does  one 
decide  if  the  Corinthian  church  is  made  up  of  these  two  classes  of  people?  140  Further, 
it  is  not  clear  whether  the  Corinthians  are  aware  of  and  intellectually,  though  perhaps 
less  consciously,  applying  such  moral  philosophical  discourse.  In  1  Cor  9,  Paul  is 
simply  establishing  his  apostolic  authority  and  setting  himself  as  an  example  to  the 
4strong',  141  by  showing  that  he  has  voluntarily  given  up  his  `right'  to  support;  because 
he  believes  his  involuntary  preaching  has  no  reward.  Thus,  Barrett's  point  that 
because  Paul  is  a  slave  hired  out  by  God  to  do  his  (God's)  work,  he  cannot  lay  claim  to 
pay,  142  seems  a  more  plausible  interpretation  of  Paul's  `involuntary'  preaching.  '43 
Since  Paul  preaches  under  a  `necessity',  and  `involuntarily',  as  a  slave  of  God,  he  has 
no  `reward'.  The  question  that  arises,  then,  is  `what  is  Paul's  reward?  '  (v  18),  the 
answer  of  which  paves  the  way  for  Paul's  further  exemplary  argument. 
139  Martin  1990:  76-77,117-18. 
140  Meggitt  1998:  102-7  rightly  calls  into  question  such  division  of  the  Corinthians  along  social  lines. 
1°1  Horrell  1996:  206  observes  that  the  key  words  'right'  (ei  oua{a)  and  `offence'  (1tpdaKoµµa,  8.9; 
eyxoitý,  9.12),  and  the  related  words  (äicpöaxonoq,  10.32;  and  1Cep6a{vw,  9.19-23)  show  that  the 
example  is  meant  for  the  `strong'. 
142  Fee  1987:  419-20,  and  also  his  n33  where  he  points  out  that  the  contrast  between  irtccüv  and  oixwv  is 
a  clear  reference  to  `free'  and  `slave'. 
143  Barrett  1968:  209-10. 348 
In  1  Cor  9.18  Paul  paradoxically  says  that  his  `reward'  for  preaching  the  gospel 
is  to  preach  it  without  `reward'.  It  explains  why  Paul  so  vigorously  argues  for  and 
defends  his  apostolic  authority.  For  he  wants  to  demonstrate  to  the  `strong'  that  he  has 
given  it  up  for  the  sake  of  the  gospel.  In  Phil  1.18,  Paul  indicates  that  he  rejoices  over 
the  preaching  of  the  gospel  regardless  of  the  preacher's  intent.  And  in  1  Cor  2.2,  he 
insists  that  he  `wants  to  know  nothing  among  you  (the  Corinthians)  except  Jesus  Christ 
and  him  crucified'.  Thus,  he  gives  the  reason  that  he  does  not  wish  the  exercise  of  his 
right  to  be  an  e'yxo7tT1  to  the  gospel.  Fee,  therefore,  correctly  argues  that  Paul's  `pay' 
and  `boast'  refer  to  the  same  reality,  i.  e.  `preaching  the  gospel  without  accepting 
support  so  as  to  put  no  hindrance  before  the  gospel'.  144  As  mentioned  earlier,  Paul's 
preaching  is  involuntary;  but  his  giving  up  of  the  right  to  material  support  is  voluntary 
and,  therefore,  is  something  about  which  he  can  boast.  But  since  his  involuntary 
preaching  means  that  he  has  no  `reward',  he  finds  his  `reward'  in  his  preaching  without 
`charge',  i.  e.  without  accepting  material  support.  145  This  serves  as  his  example  to  the 
`strong',  i.  e.  that  even  though  Paul  is  an  apostle  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  founding  father  of 
the  Corinthian  church,  and  therefore  has  the  right  to  the  material  support  of  the  church, 
he  has  given  up  his  right;  the  `strong'  therefore  ought  also  to  give  up  their  right  to 
freely  eat  idol-meat.  The  corollary  is  that  the  `strong',  too,  can  find  their  `reward'  in 
such  sacrificial  behaviour.  The  next  section  is  probably  the  most  crucial  in  Paul's 
overall  argument  in  I  Cor  9,  where  he  sets  out  the  most  important  principle  which 
guides  his  practice  of  refusing  material  support  and  of  taking  up  manual  labour. 
144  Fee  1987:  421. 
145  Barrett  1968:  210  comments:  `...  the  preaching  without  charge  (...  )  is  itself  the  reward,  because  it 
means  that  he  is  putting  no  stumbling-block  in  the  way  of  the  gospel  (verse  12),  and  thus  has  a  better 
chance  of  seeing  the  Gospel  flourish  than  would  otherwise  be  possible'.  Cf.  Käsemann  1968:  223; 
Hering  1962:  81. 349 
Although  I  Cor  9.19-23  appears  to  be  a  new  section,  it  in  fact  continues  from 
what  precedes.  146  In  this  section,  Paul  paints  various  scenarios  in  which  he  willingly 
gives  up  his  right  by  becoming  like  those  to  whom  he  preaches.  In  v  19,  Paul  picks  up 
the  theme  of  9.1  again:  '  Ekm)OEpoq  yäp  ci3v  ex  itdvticov  ... 
(For  though  I  am  free 
from  all...  ).  In  9.1,  the  `freedom'  (LXcoOEpi(x)  which  Paul  speaks  about  is  that  of  his 
being  `free'  as  an  apostle,  to  either  accept  or  refuse  material  support  to  which  he  has  a 
right.  In  9.19,  Paul  refers  to  another  aspect  of  this  `freedom',  i.  e.  `freedom'  in  respect 
of  others.  In  other  words,  he  is  free  from  how  others  think  he  should  behave.  Yet,  he 
enslaved  himself  to  all  (miaty  ý  to  irz  v  e6ou%cwaa).  This  is  where  the  paradox  of 
Paul's  argument  comes  in.  On  the  one  hand,  he  is  insistent  on  his  freedom  and 
authority;  on  the  other  hand,  he  seems  to  allow  the  status  of  others  to  decide  how  he 
should  behave.  But,  he  is  precisely  free  to  do  what  he  likes,  including  allowing  others' 
status  to  decide  how  he  should  behave! 
The  governing  principle  that  determines  how  he  would  exercise  his  `freedom' 
appears  to  be  the  single-minded  desire  to  win  others  to  the  Lord.  The  phrase  %va 
tiotig  ita.  E{ovas  xep6i  c  co  indicates  the  particular  goal  to  which  Paul  will  do  all  to 
subject  his  `freedom'.  The  word  xcp&a{vw  appears  five  times  in  vv  19-23  with 
augco  appearing  once.  KEp&  dvco  carries  the  meaning  of  `winning'  and  `gaining'; 
and  in  our  text  it  means  winning  people  to  the  Lord,  i.  e.  preaching  the  gospel  to  them 
and  leading  them  to  salvation  in  Christ  (v  23),  as  a  6ýco  at  the  end  of  v  22  makes 
clear.  But  it  is  possible  that  the  `salvation'  Paul  has  in  mind  includes  the  kind  of 
146  Horrell  1996:  208.  Cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  158  who  finds  the  paradox  appropriate;  see  also  his  nn27, 
29  where  he  takes  issue  with  Weiss  who  takes  v  17  as  a  gloss  and  argues  that  v  18  as  a  conclusion  from 
v  17  is  pointless. 350 
behaviour  that  should  rightly  issue  from  the  gospel  and  its  maintenance.  147  In  terms  of 
idolatry,  Paul's  goal  is  to  `win'  people  to  the  point  of  faithfulness  to  God  and 
maintaining  it.  This  goal  has  already  been  established  in  v  18.  In  the  next  few  verses 
(vv  20-23),  he  sets  out  the  various  groups  like  whom  he  would  allow  himself  to  freely 
become  in  order  to  meet  this  goal.  It  is  thus  his  example  to  the  `strong'  since  it  is  they 
whom  Paul  is  addressing.  148  There  are  four  groups:  the  Jews  ('  Iov8oitot),  those  under 
Law  (oi  virö  vdµov),  those  without  Law  (oi  ävdµot),  and  the  `weak'  (oi 
äa8£vE7ts).  Who  are  these  groups  of  people? 
Murphy-O'Connor  is  of  the  view  that  there  are  in  fact  three  groups.  The  Jews 
and  those  under  the  law  form  one  group,  the  `law-less'  (i.  e.  the  `strong'  and  the 
Gentiles)  form  another  group,  while  the  `weak  form  the  third  group.  149  The  `weak'  are 
the  `scrupulous  brethren'  -  the  object  of  Paul's  solicitude  in  chapter  8,  with  whom 
Paul  identifies  completely.  150  While  it  seems  these  four  groups  could  be  reasonably 
classed  under  two  groups,  i.  e.  the  Jews  and  Gentiles,  it  is  possible  that  there  are  in  fact 
four  groups.  A  closer  examination  will  show  the  possibility. 
To  the  Jews,  Paul  says  he  becomes  `like'  (co;  )  151a  Jew.  However,  he  does  not 
say  anything  about  the  Law,  which  may  suggest  that  there  are  Jews  who,  though  they 
may  be  Jews,  do  not  adhere  strictly  to  the  Law.  Our  discussion  of  Jews'  participation 
147  Cf.  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  91  who  suggests  that  Paul  views  conversion  as  a  process  which  will 
culminate  only  on  the  day  of  the  Lord,  therefore  'each  individual  has  to  be  continually  `re-won'  for 
Christ'. 
148  See  n  141. 
149  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  89. 
150  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  90. 
151  u5S  was  omitted  by  F  G*  6*.  326.1739  pc;  Cl  Orhl39mg,  perhaps,  as  Fee  1987:  422,  n2  suggests, 
because  of  their  feeling  the  dissonance  of  a  Jew  saying  that  he  became  like  a  Jew.  Paul's  use  of  (bq 
could  mean  that  he  recognises  his  status  in  relation  to  God  no  longer  as  a  Jew,  but  as  a  Christ 
worshipper  and  an  apostle  of  Christ.  Cf.  2  Cor  5.17,  `Therefore  if  a  person  is  in  Christ,  he/she  is  a  new 
creation;  the  old  has  passed  away,  behold,  the  new  has  come'. 351 
in  idolatry  in  the  Diaspora  in  chapter  four  has  already  shown  this.  The  second  group, 
those  under  the  Law,  could  refer  to  the  Jews  who  may  be  described  as  strict  Jews  with 
regard  to  their  strict  adherence  to  the  Law  of  Moses.  Thus,  Paul  could  well  have  such 
Jews  in  mind.  152  But  it  could  be  possible  that  Gentile  God-worshippers  as  well  as  the 
proselytes  to  Judaism  who  have  unilaterally  subjected  themselves  to  the  Law,  might 
have  also  been  in  Paul's  mind.  The  third  group,  those  without  the  Law,  is  a  clear 
reference  to  Gentiles.  The  fourth  group,  the  `weak',  may  still  constitute  a  proper  group 
that  cuts  across  all  ethnic  boundaries  to  include  strict  Jews,  Gentile  converts,  Gentile 
God-worshippers,  all  of  whom  have  scruples  regarding  eating  food  that  has  been 
sacrificed  to  idols.  To  the  `weak',  Paul  does  not  say  he  becomes  `like'  (t;  )'53  the 
`weak',  but  he  becomes  `weak'  (tyu6pp  'GOES  d6ecvk6ty  d  Ocv'  q,  9.22),  i.  e.  he 
becomes  one  of  them.  But  what  does  Paul  mean  when  he  says  he  `became'  like  all 
these  groups  of  people? 
To  begin  with,  Paul  unambiguously  states  that  he  made  himself  a  slave  to 
everyone.  At  the  end  of  v  22,  he  says  that  he  `became  all  things  to  all  people  in  order 
that  he  might.  save  some'  (tioýt  7täaty  yýyova  itävtia,  iva  itdv'cws  tinvdq 
ao5aco).  Two  points  may  be  noted.  First,  Paul's  enslavement  of  himself  to  all 
constitutes  one  of  his  general  principles  that  govern  his  preaching  of  the  gospel. 
152  Barrett  1968:  211  cites  Moulten's  view  that  Paul  might  be  referring  to  a  particular  occasion,  possibly 
that  of  Timothy's  circumcision. 
153  The  only  clause  without  cbq  in  the  series  is  ýyevdµrly  cotg  ä66svýaty  daOEVý;,  tvot  tovS 
th  0cvd;  xep&ýßcu  ('to  the  weak  I  became  weak,  in  order  that  I  might  win  the  weak',  9.22).  Fee 
1987:  422,  n5,  and  431,  Conzelmann  1975:  161,  n28  and  Gardner  1994:  103  have  all  noted  its  absence. 
Barrett  1968:  215  cautions  against  pressing  too  much  significance  out  of  this.  It  is  to  be  noted,  however, 
that  cb;  is  attested  by  tK2  CDFG  `P  and  made  the  majority  text  reading.  Horrell  1996:  208,  n54  is  right 
in  saying  that  the  insertion  is  more  easily  explained  than  an  omission.  The  omission,  however,  is 
supported  by  P46  KAB  1739  pc  lat;  Cyp.  The  significance  lies  in  the  fact  that  in  1  Cor  8.10-13,  Paul 
urges  the  `strong'  to  consider  the  'weak',  for  whom  Christ  died,  who  may  fall  as  a  result  of  the  exercise 
of  their  'right'  to  eat  idol-meat  by  the  'strong'.  Now  that  Paul  mentions  the  various  groups  whom  he 
would  become  'like',  but  appears  to  deliberately  leave  out  the  word  'like'  to  show  the  'strong'  his 
becoming  one  of  the  `weak',  his  example  for  them  therefore  is  much  more  powerful. 352 
Second,  whenever  Paul  enslaves  himself  to  any  group,  it  is  for  the  chief  aim  of 
`saving'  the  members  of  the  group.  Thus,  as  a  Jew,  Paul  becomes  like  a  Jew  so  as  to 
win  the  Jews.  Does  this  mean  that  Paul  would  revert  back  to  the  practices  of  the  Jews, 
just  to  win  the  Jews?  Fee  argues  that  Paul  is  free  from  all  the  Jewish  peculiarities  such 
as  circumcision,  food  laws,  and  special  observances.  154  At  the  same  time,  Paul 
probably  has  no  difficulty  with  Jews  continuing  their  practices,  as  long  as  they  are  not 
made  the  requirement  for  a  right  relationship  with  God.  155  Thus,  Paul  is  willing  to 
adapt  his  style  in  such  a  way  as  to  win  the  Jews,  i.  e.  he  could  still  practise  Jewish 
customs  when  appropriate.  The  word  wS  thus  provides  the  qualification  -  he  does  not 
become  a  Jew,  but  like  a  Jew. 
This  is  the  same  principle  which  governs  the  second  group.  Paul  is  careful  to 
state  that  while  he  becomes  like  those  under  the  Law,  he  is  himself  not  under  the  Law 
(uj  c.  ov  ab  ck  vitö  vdµov,  v  20b).  Similarly,  when  he  becomes  like  those  `without 
the  Law',  he  is  nevertheless  `not  outside  God's  law  but  under  Christ's  law'  (p  cöv 
ävoµos  Ocov  äX?  '  vvopog  Xptatioü,  v  21).  The  qualifications  in  both  instances 
seem  to  be  a  safeguard  against  possible  misunderstanding  or  misinterpretation  on  the 
part  of  the  Corinthians  over  what  Paul  might  have  meant.  Paul  is  no  longer  under  the 
Law  because  he  is  a  free  man  in  Christ.  His  purpose  in  becoming  like  one  of  those 
under  the  Law  is  that  he  might  win  some  of  them.  As  to  those  outside  the  Law,  Paul 
becomes  as  one  outside  the  Law  not  in  the  sense  of  being  lawless;  156  for  he  is  not 
154  Fee  1987:  428. 
Iss  Fee  1987:  428;  cf.  Conzelmann  1975:  160,  `He  (Paul)  is  able  as  a  Jew  to  practice  Jewish  customs, 
without  teaching  that  the  Law  is  a  way  of  salvation.  And  he  does  not  have  to  deliver  the  Jews  from  their 
practice  of  the  Law,  but  from  their  `confidence'  in  the  Law  as  a  way  of  salvation  (Phil  3.2ff)'. 
156  Hollander  1998:  125. 353 
outside  the  law  of  God  but  in  the  law  of  Christ.  157  Paul  seems  to  view  the  law  of 
Christ  here  as  an  expression  of  the  law  of  God.  What  is  the  law  of  Christ?  In  Gal  6.2, 
Paul  urges  the  Galatians  to  bear  one  another's  burdens  (dXXjXcov  Td  ßäprl 
ß(xßtioi*Etic)  because  it  is  one  of  the  ways  in  which  the  law  of  Christ  is  fulfilled 
(d  vanXijpüSa  c  tc).  158  The  virtue  of  d  yäit'n  clearly  is  the  goal  here.  '  59  Therefore, 
while  claiming  to  be  outside  the  Law,  Paul  is  concerned  to  point  out  that  he  is 
nevertheless  in  the  law  of  Christ,  which  is  öc'ythtrl  that  expresses  the  law  of  God. 
Thus,  Paul  is  careful  to  avoid  putting  himself  under  the  slogan  of  the  `strong',  `all 
things  are  lawful'  (it(X'vtia  gkecruv,  10.23;  cf.  1  Cor  6.12).  But  to  the  `weak',  Paul 
becomes  weak  (v  22).  Given  the  context  of  Paul's  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority, 
and  of  his  efforts  in  setting  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong',  the  `weak'  here 
probably  refers  to  the  `weak'  in  1  Cor  8.160  As  to  the  use  of  the  word  i  cp&aivco,  as 
mentioned  earlier,  161  Paul's  idea  of  salvation  probably  includes  the  kind  of  behaviour 
issuing  from  the  gospel  and  maintaining  it,  so  the  word  could  also  mean  `keeping'  the 
`weak'.  Barrett  is  right  in  saying  that  this  would  mean  `keep  them  for  the  church, 
instead  of  driving  them  out  by  wounding  their  consciences'.  162  In  the  light  of  8.13, 
15'  This  is  a  difficult  clause  with  regard  to  whether  it  should  be  objective  genitive  or  subjective  genitive. 
Fee  1987:  429,  n43  argues  for  the  objective  genitive  for  dvo  tos  Oeov,  i.  e.  Paul  is  not  lawless  'towards 
God'.  However,  cf.  Barrett  1968:  212-13  who  suggests  that  this  could  be  done  by  emphasising  the 
genitives  'in  relation  to  the  implied  law'  and  so  render  'not  subject  to  the  law  of  God',  'under  obligation 
to  the  law  of  Christ'.  The  context  suggests  that  a  subjective  genitive  for  both  dvo  toS  Oe6  and 
bvo  toS  Xptatiov  makes  more  sense.  See  further  Blass-Debrunner  §182  on  genitive  with  adjectives. 
158  Barclay  1988:  158-59.  Longenecker  1990:  275-76  argues  that  b  vdµos  'toü  Xpta  toü  here  stands 
for  the  prescriptive  principles  stemming  from  the  heart  of  the  gospel,  `which  are  meant  to  be  applied  to 
specific  situations  by  the  direction  and  enablement  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  being  always  motivated  and 
conditioned  by  love'. 
159  Murphy-O'Connor  1979:  90,  '...  for  all  practical  purposes,  Paul  is  guided  by  'the  law  which  is  in 
Christ',  and  whose  single  demand  is  love'.  Cf.  I  Cor  13. 
160  Willis  1985b:  37. 
161  See  n141  above. 
162  Barrett  1968:  215 354 
Paul  is  saying  that  when  he  seeks  to  keep  the  `weak'  from  falling  into  idolatry,  he  is  in 
fact  `winning'  them.  And  it  is  Paul's  example  to  the  `strong'. 
The  last  clause,  `I  have  become  all  things  to  all  people,  in  order  that  I  might 
save  some'  sums  up  Paul's  basic  principle  in  `winning'  and  `keeping'  others  for  the 
Lord.  163  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  this  principle  of  Paul  is  modelled  after  the  life  of 
Jesus  and  the  cross.  He  will  say  in  1  Cor  11.1  that  he  is  an  imitator  of  Christ.  Jesus 
Christ  suffered  and  was  crucified.  This  seems  to  be  what  Paul  is  seeking  to  imitate,  by 
doing  manual  labour  and  facing  persecutions,  as  he  says  in  2  Cor  4.10  that  he  is 
constantly  carrying  in  his  body  the  `death  of  Christ'.  In  2  Cor  8.9,  Paul  uses  the 
generosity  of  Jesus  to  encourage  the  Corinthians  to  be  generous  towards  the  Christians 
at  Jerusalem.  He  tells  them  that  `our  Lord  Jesus,  though  he  was  rich,  yet  for  your 
sakes  he  became  poor,  so  that  by  his  poverty  you  might  become  rich'.  This  seems  to 
be  the  modus  operandi  of  Paul's  attitude  towards  the  preaching  of  the  gospel.  He 
gives  up  his  right  to  material  support,  just  as  the  Lord  Jesus  has  given  up  his  `riches', 
in  order  to  `win'  others  to  the  Lord.  Thus,  in  1  Cor  2.2  he  says  that  he  wants  to  know 
nothing  among  the  Corinthians  except  Jesus  Christ  and  him  crucified,  an  indication 
that  he  wants  to  see  the  life  of  Christ  being  imitated  by  the  Corinthians  when  they 
embrace  the  gospel. 
Martin  uses  the  concept  of  humiliation-exaltation  in  Phil  2.6-11  to  explain 
Paul's  self-enslavement  as  not  only  saving  others,  but  also  saving  himself.  164  This 
forms  the  framework  of  Paul's  soteriology  and  ethics,  and  it  is  also  the  model  which 
Paul  wants  the  Philippians  to  emulate.  165  This  notion  of  Paul's  soteriology  means  that 
163  Fee's  argument  that  the  word  ac6aw  means  that  xepK1  aw  in  the  five  instances  before  must  mean 
'win'.  However,  the  broader  meaning  of  xep3a{vw  need  not  exclude  itself  from  acg(o,  which,  if 
taken  as  a  process,  would  certainly  include  the  work  of  iep&a{vw. 
164  Martin  1990:  129-30. 
165  Martin  1990:  131. 355 
when  Paul  enslaves  himself  to  all,  he  is  not  giving  up  power  but  merely  shifting  the 
power  to  a  lower  status.  166  While  this  notion  appears  to  turn  Paul  into  quite  a  carefully 
calculating  person,  ensuring  that  what  he  does  would  gain  for  himself  salvation  at  the 
end,  the  use  of  Phil  2.6-11  explains  Paul's  imitation  of  Christ.  Martin  is  right  in 
saying  that  lying  behind  Paul's  reasoning  in  1  Cor  9  is  his  theology  of  the  cross.  167  For 
it  is  the  kind  of  self-sacrifice  of  Jesus  after  which  Paul  patterns  the  giving  up  of  his 
right  to  material  support  and  his  self-enslavement.  We  are  told  in  the  Christ-hymn  that 
Christ  lowered  himself  and  became  a  human  person,  even  though  he  was  equal  with 
God.  He  was  obedient  even  to  death.  This  motif  seems  to  be  behind  Paul's  own  self- 
enslavement.  Even  though  he  is  an  apostle  who  has  authority  and  complete 
freedom,  168  Paul  puts  the  gospel  at  the  centre  of  all  his  decisions  with  regard  to  his 
behaviour.  He  gives  up  his  right  and  enslaves  himself  to  all  in  order  to  save  some,  thus 
demonstrating  to  the  Corinthians,  i.  e.  the  `strong',  the  need  and  importance  of  living 
and  behaving  in  a  manner  that  would  advance  the  gospel.  Thus,  1  Cor  9.23  is  a  clear 
summary  of  his  example,  `I  do  all  this  for  the  sake  of  the  gospel'  (itdv  ca  89  totes 
Std  c6  svayy6Xtov).  And  his  reward  is  to  be  6oyxotvcovdS  avtioü.  The  meaning 
of  this  phrase  is  less  certain.  Conzelmann  understands  9.19-23  to  be  a  call  to  strive 
after  salvation,  so  that  at  the  `Last  Judgement'  Paul  will  point  to  the  Corinthians  as  his 
fruits.  169  Both  Barrett  and  Fee  point  out  that  it  is  the  `benefits  of  the  gospel'  which  are 
in  view  here;  and  Paul  is  not  just  speaking  about  his  obtaining  these  benefits  only,  but 
166  Martin  1990:  134. 
167  Martin  1990:  135. 
168  Horrell  1996:  207  points  out  that  Paul  `asserts  his  freedom  (v  1)  only  to  show  that  he  has  enslaved 
himself  to  all  (v  9)'  and  draws  the  conclusion  in  n46  that  1  Cor  9  is  thus  not  a  defence  of  Paul's 
freedom.  But  whether  I  Cor  9  is  to  be  viewed  as  a  defence  of  Paul's  freedom  is  debatable;  what  is 
important  is  that  Paul  can  be  so  free  as  to  `freely'  enslave  himself  to  others!  This  self-enslavement  may 
be  seen  as  an  act  of  discipline,  resulting  from  his  own  imitation  of  Christ's  self-lowering. 
169  Conzelmann  1975:  161. 356 
as  a  fellow-participant  with  the  Corinthians.  170  Ultimately,  Paul's  `reward'  is  not  only 
in  preaching  the  gospel  `free'  of  charge,  but  more  importantly,  he  would  obtain  his 
`reward'  during  the  eschatological  day  of  the  Lord  when  the  Lord  will  commend 
everyone  accordingly  (cf.  1  Cor  4.5).  The  key  word  on  such  behaviour  and  attitude 
seems  to  be  `discipline',  and  Paul  goes  on  to  set  out  in  9.24-27  the  principles  that  are 
supposed  to  govern  a  disciplined  life  (see  the  discussion  in  chapter  6.7.1  above). 
We  have  shown  that  1  Cor  9  constitutes  Paul's  defence  of  his  apostolic 
authority.  We  have  also  looked  at  how  Paul  establishes  his  authority  by  arguing  from 
daily  experiences,  the  Jewish  scripture,  and  cultic  tradition,  that  he  has  apostolic  rights 
to  material  support.  But  by  establishing  his  right  to  material  support,  Paul  seeks  to 
show  that  he  has  given  up  his  right,  so  as  to  set  himself  an  example  to  the  `strong'.  In 
1  Cor  10.31-11.1,  Paul  rounds  up  his  argument  of  1  Cor  8-10  by  outlining  four 
imperatives  which  the  `strong'  ought  to  be  doing:  (1)  glorify  God  in  whatever  they  do; 
(2)  avoid  giving  offence  to  all;  (3)  please  all  with  the  view  of  saving  them  (a  clear  echo 
of  9.19-23,  which  argues  against  the  `partition'  theories);  and  (4)  become  imitators  of 
Paul. 
In  10.23,  Paul  corrects  the  claim  of  the  `strong',  `all  things  are  lawful',  by 
pointing  out  that  not  all  things  build  up.  The  `strong'  ought  to  know  this  since  their 
participation  in  idolatrous  acts  is  causing  the  `weak'  considerable  unease  and  concern. 
Hence  in  v  24,  he  says  to  them  not  to  seek  their  own  advantage,  but  that  of  the  others. 
Seeking  the  advantage  of  others  is  not  indiscriminate;  it  must  be  governed  by  the  first 
imperative:  glorify  God.  Further,  do  visits  to  pagan  temples,  eating  idol-meat, 
participating  in  pagan  religious  rituals,  and  the  like,  hinder  the  gospel?  Even  if  the 
`strong'  have  the  right  to  do  any  of  these  things,  should  they  not  give  up  their  right, 
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just  as  Paul  gives  up  his  right  to  material  support,  in  order  to  save  others  and  not  to 
cause  offence  to  the  `weak'?  All  these  imperatives  have  the  capability  of  glorifying 
God,  which  picks  up  the  `thanksgiving'  in  v  30.  It  suggests  that  what  one  does  must 
be  capable  of  being  a  `praise',  or  a  means  of  `praise'  to  God.  '7'  The  `strong'  must 
consider  how  the  exercise  of  their  freedom  in  eating  idol-meat  is  capable  of  causing 
others  to  render  praise,  honour  and  the  like,  to  God,  or  whether  it  is  causing  others  to 
fall.  The  concern  to  glorify  God  is  then  to  be  translated  into  one's  behaviour  in 
relation  to  others.  The  second  imperative  is  `give  no  offence  to  all'  (v  32).  Three 
groups  are  mentioned  here:  Jews,  Greeks  and  the  church  of  God.  Perhaps  the  `weak', 
as  we  have  suggested  earlier,  comprise  both  Jews  and  Gentiles  whose  Jewish  influence 
concerning  idolatry  has  caused  them  to  be  scrupulous  about  the  behaviour  of  the 
`strong'.  Thus,  the  exercise  of  the  freedom  by  the  `strong'  in  attending  pagan  temples, 
eating  idol-meat,  and  even  possibly  participating  in  pagan  religious  rituals,  is  causing 
offence  to  such  ones.  In  the  end,  the  church  of  God  will  be  scandalised.  Barrett 
comments,  `I  do  not  act  to  the  glory  of  God  if  I  give  to  an  idol  some  of  the  honour  due 
to  God  alone;  nor  if  I  cause  scandal  or  ill-feeling  in  the  church,  or  cause  a  fellow- 
Christian  to  fall  from  his  faith'.  '  72  Similarly,  the  third  imperative  for  the  `strong', 
which  is  to  please  everyone,  is  to  be  seen  in  conjunction  of  the  first  two  imperatives. 
Paul  has  already  argued  for  and  demonstrated  his  own  giving  up  of  his  right  to  material 
support,  so  as  not  to  put  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  gospel,  but  to  become  a  slave  to 
all.  Paul's  voluntary  surrender  of  his  right  to  material  support  and  willing  self- 
enslavement  are  described  here  by  Paul  himself  as  itc  vta  7täaty  dpýaiccw  µij 
1'1  BAGD  204,  `to  the  praise  of  God'.  Cf.  Aalen  1976:  46,  where  meanings  include  'honour',  'fame', 
`repute'.  In  1  Cor  10.31,  Aalen  takes  it  to  be  'to  the  glory  of  God'. 
172  Barrett  1968:  244.  Hering  1962:  99  argues  that  it  is  addressed  to  the  `strong'  as  much  as  it  is  to  the 
'weak',  whose  'over-scrupulousness'  might  be  a  shock  to  pagans  whom  the  gospel  is  meant  to  win.  But 
this  is  stretching  Paul's  point  and  missing  the  context  of  1  Cor  8-10. 358 
tritd3v  co'  eµav  roü  ßvµ4opov  (Ma  co'  tiwv  itoXXwv,  iva  acoOwaty.  This 
parallels  9.22b,  where  we  have  Paul  describing  his  enslavement  to  the  various  groups 
'  as  totq  icmv  'y&yova  itävtia,  tva  zävicos  ctväs  aoSaco.  In  9.22b,  Paul  says  he 
has  become  all  things  to  all  people;  in  10.33,  he  says  he  pleases  everyone  in 
everything.  In  both  instances,  Paul's  purpose  is  expressed  in  the  iva  clause,  both  of 
which  aim  at  `salvation'.  There  is  yet  another  difference  between  the  two  verses:  in 
10.33,  Paul  adds  a  qualifying  clause  that  he  does  not  seek  his  own  benefits  but  that  of 
others;  whereas  this  is  absent  in  9.22.  And  it  should  mean  the  same  thing,  i.  e.  that  Paul 
seeks  to  become  like  others  that  they  may  be  saved,  which  is  their  very  interest,  rather 
than  his  own  interest,  which  is  material  support.  The  third  imperative  is  therefore  to  be 
seen  as  a  recapitulation  of  Paul's  example  in  1  Cor  9.19ff.  173  Having  spelt  out  the  first 
three  imperatives,  Paul  then  issues  the  final  imperative:  be  imitators  of  me,  as  I  am  of 
Christ  (11.1).  And  the  summary  confirms  9.1-23  is  about  imitation  of  Paul  as  well. 
Is  Paul  so  arrogant  as  to  ask  the  Corinthians  to  become  imitators  of  him?  The 
qualification  Paul  makes  is  instructive,  ica8o3S  id  ycti  Xptatiov  (just  as  I  also  am  of 
Christ).  While  Paul  is  telling  them  to  imitate  his  example,  he  also  tells  them  that  his 
example  is  the  result  of  his  imitating  Christ.  And  as  we  have  discussed  earlier,  Paul's 
enslavement  is  modelled  after  the  life  and  the  cross  of  Christ;  his  imperative  to  the 
`strong',  and  indeed,  to  all  the  Corinthians,  is  to  imitate  the  self-sacrificial  life  of 
Christ,  which  is  expressed  on  the  cross.  The  very  closing  imperative  interestingly  acts 
like  a  declaration  of  Paul's  authority  äs  the  founding  apostle  of  the  Corinthian  church. 
By  issuing  this  imperative,  Paul  seems  once  again  to  assert  his  position  and  status  as 
the  founding  apostle  who  has  authority  over  the  Corinthian  church,  and  so  echo  his 
statement  in  4.16. 
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7.5  The  centre  of  authority:  who  is  to  decide? 
We  have  discussed  above  that  in  1  Cor  9  Paul  defends  his  apostolic  authority 
by  arguing  that  he  has  the  apostolic  right  to  material  support  from  the  Corinthians. 
Having  established  his  authority,  Paul  goes  on  to  explain  his  deliberate  giving  up  of  his 
right.  He  does  this  in  order  to  set  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong':  just  as  he 
(Paul)  has  given  up  his  right  to  material  support  and  so  not  put  any  hindrance  to  the 
gospel,  the  `strong'  ought  also  to  give  up  their  right  to  freely  eat  idol-meat,  so  as  not  to 
cause  the  `weak'  to  stumble.  Paul  further  argues  that  he  has  become  all  things  to  all 
people,  seeking  to  please  everyone  in  everything,  for  the  sake  of  the  gospel,  i.  e.  that 
many  may  be  saved.  The  `strong'  ought  to  follow  Paul's  example  by  `pleasing'  others, 
not  looking  to  their  own  benefits,  but  those  of  others.  These  raise  a  further  question: 
who  is  to  decide  what  is  the  right  or  appropriate  behaviour  with  regard  to  idolatry? 
In  the  case  of  the  situation  described  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1,  the  answer  appears 
uncertain.  For  the  `strong'  do  not  seem  to  agree  with  Paul's  position,  and  have  even 
called  into  question  Paul's  authority.  Meanwhile,  the  `weak'  do  not  seem  to  agree 
with  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  and  are  recipients  of  Paul's  sympathy.  In  chapter 
six,  we  have  set  out  the  theology  of  the  `strong'  which  serves  as  the  basis  for  their 
idolatrous  behaviour.  In  chapter  four,  we  have  also  shown  the  possible  conceptual 
overlap  between  the  understanding  of  the  `strong'  concerning  the  true  God  and  that  of 
other  people  who  do  not  worship  Yahweh  or  believe  in  Jesus;  and  the  possibility  that 
the  `strong'  may  be  aware  of  the  LXX  (Exod  22.27a)  ban  on  reviling  other  people's 
Gods.  Paul  therefore  argues  in  1  Cor  10  that  the  objects  of  the  pagan  sacrifices  are  in 
fact  demons,  destroying  the  basis  of  the  `strong'  and  therefore  their  `authority'.  In  1 
Cor  9,  he  seeks  to  show  them  the  authority  on  which  decisions  for  the  Corinthian 
community  may  be  based. 360 
In  chapter  five,  we  have  looked  at  the  question  of  authority  in  the  Jewish 
community  in  the  Diaspora.  In  that  chapter,  we  have  seen  that  the  Jewish  assemblies 
had  their  own  leadership  structure  whereby  decisions  for  the  community  were  made. 
Moreover,  the  law  served  as  the  basis  for  the  communities'  life,  both  within  and 
outside.  Philo  tells  us  that  the  people  gathered  together  on  the  Sabbath  to  listen 
intently  and  in  quiet  alertness  learn  `what  is  best  and  profitable  and  capable  of 
improving  the  quality  of  the  whole  of  life'  (Spec  2.62).  Josephus  tells  us  that  the  Jews 
managed  their  affairs  and  settled  their  differences  in  accordance  with  their  native  laws 
(Ant  14.235).  Further,  the  Jewish  assemblies  were  centres  of  authority  for  decision- 
making  over  such  matters  as  religious  (cf.  Acts  17.1-3),  social  (CPJI  no.  138)174  and 
legal  affairs  (cf.  Philo,  Legat  156-57;  Josephus,  Ant  16.167-68)  for  individual  local 
communities.  In  other  words,  for  most  of  the  matters  pertaining  to  the  Jewish 
communities  in  the  Diaspora,  the  leaders  of  the  Jewish  assemblies  and  the  law 
provided  the  leadership. 
The  question  arising  from  this  conclusion  is,  `what  happens  when  deviant 
behaviour  takes  place?  '  We  have  looked  at  examples  of  deviant  behaviour  in  general 
in  chapter  five,  and  in  the  form  of  idolatry  among  Jews  in  3  Macc.  In  3  Macc  2.30-3  1, 
it  is  recorded  that  a  minority  of  Jews,  having  seen  and  experienced  the  sufferings  they 
had  to  undergo  as  a  result  of  strictly  following  their  religious  tradition,  took  up  the 
offer  of  Ptolomy  IV  Philopater's  to  worship  Dionysus  which  came  with  the  reward  of 
Alexandrian  citizenship.  But  the  great  majority  of  the  Jews  `resisted'  (eviaxva(Xv) 
and  `did  not  abandon  their  religion'  (ob  St  ß'tißav  'tfI1  sva8(3etac)  (3  Macc 
2.32).  The  behaviour  of  the  minority  who  `gave  in'  to  the  king  may  be  described  as 
`deviant',  i.  e.  departing  from  the  majority  `behaviour'  which  was  considered  the  norm. 
174  This  seems  to  be  the  only  surviving  record,  a  papyrus  from  Egypt,  dated  possibly  in  the  first  century 
BCE,  of  an  actual  meeting  in  a  Diaspora  assembly  held  by  members  of  a  Jewish  burial  club. 361 
And  the  author  of  3  Macc  suggests  that  the  norm  from  which  the  minority  departed 
was  the  `holy  God  and  his  Law'  (tiöv  dytov  6£6v...  tiov  Ocov  ti6v  vdµov...  ).  The 
result  for  the  minority  deviant  behaviour  was  punishment  by  death  (3  Macc  7.10-12, 
14-16). 
While  3  Macc  seems  to  paint  a  rather  negative  picture  of  the  minority  of  Jews 
who  departed  from  the  religious  tradition  of  the  Jews,  the  author  appears  to  be  inclined 
towards  giving  a  positive  picture  of  the  Jews  and  the  kind  of  good  fortune  that  went 
with  one's  faithfulness  to  the  `holy  God  and  his  Law'.  What  is  important  is  that  within 
the  Jewish  community  there  seemed  to  be  an  established  norm  which  defined  what  was 
appropriate  behaviour  in  general,  and  with  regard  to  idolatry  in  particular.  Further,  the 
`zeal'  for  the  law  was  held  up  as  the  basis  for  violent  actions  against  deviants,  when 
the  law  cannot  be  imposed.  Thus,  the  Law  and  `zeal'  for  the  law  seem  to  be  what  the 
author  has  in  mind  as  the  norm;  and  the  law  is  held  as  the  final  authority  to  which 
appeals  are  made. 
The  issue  of  authority  in  the  Diaspora  Jewish  community  serves  as  a  parallel  to 
the  situation  in  1  Cor  9,  particularly  the  question  of  Paul's  authority.  Like  the  majority 
Jews  in  3  Macc,  the  `weak'  in  Corinth  hold  to  a  particular  `norm'  with  regard  to 
idolatry.  Their  position  finds  parallels  in  chapter  three  where  a  hostile  and  negative 
attitude  towards  idolatry  can  be  seen  in  Jewish  literature  like  Philo,  Wisdom  of 
Solomon,  Sibylline  Oracles,  etc.  However,  the  `strong'  adopt  a  more  accommodating 
stance  towards  idolatry.  They  have  no  scruples  in  visiting  pagan  temples,  eating  idol- 
meat,  and  even  possibly  participating  in  idolatrous  rituals.  What  they  have  done  would 
be  viewed  as  `deviant'  behaviour,  based  on  the  perception  of  the  `weak'.  Thus,  the 
problem  between  these  two  parties,  the  `strong'  and  the  `weak',  arises. 362 
However,  unlike  the  Jews  in  3  Macc,  the  Corinthians  do  not  seem  to  have  a 
final  court  of  appeal  available.  But  this  is  where  Paul's  authority  as  the  founding 
father  plays  a  most  crucial  role.  It  is  not  clear  who  decides  what  is  the  right  or 
appropriate  behaviour  with  regard  to  idolatry  in  the  Corinthian  church.  Just  as  the 
Jews  in  the  Diaspora  turned  to  the  assembly  and  possibly  leadership  for  settling  their 
disputes  and  managing  their  affairs,  Paul  is  seeking  to  turn  the  Corinthians  to  himself 
for  settling  their  dispute  over  idolatrous  behaviour.  Even  though  some  Corinthians 
may  have  questioned  his  apostolic  authority,  Paul  sees  himself  as  the  one  who 
preaches  to  them  the  gospel  and  to  whom  the  Corinthian  church  owes  its  existence. 
What  can  be  certain  is  that  Paul,  in  establishing  his  authority  among  the  Corinthians, 
seeks  to  make  himself  the  `final  court  of  appeal'  where  he  rules  on  the  issue  of 
idolatry,  on  the  basis  of  the  gospel. 
7.6  Summary  and  conclusion 
The  above  discussion  focuses  on  the  function  of  1  Cor  9  and  argues  that  in  this 
particular  chapter,  Paul  puts  up  a  defence  of  his  apostolic  authority  because  it  has  been 
called  into  question  by  some  Corinthians.  His  defence  consists  of  the  establishment  of 
his  right  to  material  support  from  the  Corinthians,  thus,  proving  his  apostleship  and 
authority.  In  defending  his  authority,  Paul  is  not  seeking  to  lay  claim  to  the  material 
support  to  which  he  has  a  right;  he  is  in  fact  wanting  to  demonstrate  that  he  has  given 
up  his  right  to  material  support,  thus  offering  himself  as  an  example  to  the  `strong' 
with  regard  to  their  accommodating  behaviour  in  freely  eating  idol-meat.  Because  the 
behaviour  of  the  `strong'  has  caused  some  unease  among  the  `weak'  Corinthians,  Paul 
tells  them  to  imitate  him  by  also  giving  up  their  right  to  eat  idol-meat,  so  as  not  to 
cause  any  of  the  `weak'  members  to  fall. 363 
Paul  argues  from  various  scenarios  and  shows  that  preaching  the  gospel  is  a 
necessity  laid  upon  him  for  which  he  has  no  claim  of  reward.  Thus,  his  preaching  is 
involuntary;  however,  his  giving  up  of  the  right  to  material  support  is  voluntary.  He 
has  done  so  because  of  his  desire  not  to  put  any  hindrance  in  the  way  of  the  gospel. 
Further,  he  finds  his  reward  in  preaching  the  gospel  `free  of  charge'.  This  he  does  by 
taking  up  manual  labour  and  by  `becoming  all  things  to  all  people',  so  that  he  might 
save  some,  that  is,  bring  as  many  as  he  can  to  the  Lord. 
Such  a  concept  is  modelled  after  the  life  and  the  cross  of  Christ.  Paul 
acknowledges  that  he  is  free  from  all;  but  he  is  free  precisely  to  become  a  slave  to  all. 
This  is  the  action  he  takes  in  order  to  imitate  Christ.  Ultimately,  his  exhortation  to  the 
`strong'  to  imitate  him  is  based  on  the  principle  that  he  imitates  Christ.  Thus,  his 
exhortation  to  imitate  him  is  to  be  viewed  as  an  exhortation  to  imitate  Christ. 
By  defending  his  apostolic  authority  and  setting  himself  as  an  example  to  the 
`strong',  Paul  is  able  to  turn  the  Corinthians  to  his  gospel  and  the  biblical  history  as 
interpreted  by  him  as  the  `final  court  of  appeal'  whereby  he,  as  the  founding  father  of 
the  Corinthian  church,  rules  on  the  issue  of  idolatry.  For  the  gospel  has  now  taken 
over  the  place  of  the  Law,  and  the  biblical  history  is  reinterpreted  in  the  light  of  the 
gospel.  Thus,  Paul,  Christ,  gospel,  and  salvation  are  all  aligned  with  each  other  and 
serve  as  a  new  standard  of  authority.  And  such  an  authority  is  able  to  carry  out 
discipline  by  excluding  the  `deviants'  (i.  e.  those  who  fail  to  live  up  to  its  standards) 
from  the  eschatological  salvation. 364 
CHAPTER  EIGHT 
CONCLUSIONS 
8.1  Summary 
The  main  function  of  this  study  has  been  to  establish  Jewish  parallels  to  the 
positions  of  the  three  parties  on  idolatry,  namely  the  `strong',  the  `weak',  and  Paul. 
This  helpfully  enables  us  to  situate  the  positions  of  the  three  parties  in  the  world  of  the 
Corinthian  church.  In  carrying  out  this  task,  I  have  looked  at  the  various 
interpretations  put  forward  by  various  scholars  over  the  past  two  decades  or  so, 
together  with  F.  C.  Baur.  Baur  had  advocated  a  theory  that  saw  a  conflict  between 
Paul  and  the  Jerusalem  apostles,  and  that  Paul's  opponents  used  a  different  tactic  in  the 
church  at  Corinth  from  that  used  in  Galatia.  Others  had  posited  different  theories.  The 
survey  reveals  a  gap  in  the  history  of  scholarship  in  the  interpretation  of  1  Cor  8.1- 
11.1.  Much  attention  has  focused  on  the  consistency  and  meaning  of  the  text  between 
1  Cor  8  and  10.1  Some  have  tried  to  study  the  section  by  looking  at  the  Graeco-Roman 
religions  and  the  practices  of  eating.  2  However,  none  of  the  scholarly  works  has 
attempted  a  full-scale  definition  of  idolatry;  all  simply  assume  its  definition.  Thus,  as 
part  of  the  thesis,  I  have  established  a  critical  tool  that  carefully  defines  idolatry  in  a 
multifaceted  way,  based  on  the  work  of  Halbertal  and  Margalit,  by  which  the  various 
selected  Jewish  texts  in  the  Jewish  Diaspora  during  the  Second  Temple  period  were 
examined,  beginning  with  the  Septuagint,  followed  by  the  Jewish  authors,  various 
inscriptions  and  papyri,  and  finally  the  NT  passage  in  question.  These  studies  reveal 
that  while  Jews  in  general  abhorred  idolatry,  there  were  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  who  were 
1  See  the  survey  of  Gardner  1994:  2-10. 
2  E.  g.  Willis  1985;  Gooch  1993:  1-46;  Witherington  1111995:  191-95;  Newton  1999. 365 
not  altogether  free  from  idolatrous  behaviour  and/or  intention.  3  Their  idolatry  took 
various  forms:  actual  idolatrous  behaviour  in  visiting  pagan  temples  and  invoking 
pagan  Gods;  cognitive  error  in  terms  of  confusing  the  true  God  with  nature  or  the 
Gods;  misrepresenting  Yahweh  with  an  object;  and  open  abandonment  of  the  Jewish 
ancestral  tradition. 
My  examination  of  the  various  Jewish  practices  with  respect  to  idolatry  reveals 
an  interesting  pattern,  i.  e.  although  all  the  definitions  of  idolatry  appear  to  combine  in 
defining  idolatry,  they  do  not  necessarily  operate  as  a  package.  And  different  Jews 
could  adopt  different  definitions  and  so  carve  out  spaces  for  themselves.  In  other 
words,  a  person  may  appear  idolatrous  to  another  person,  when  in  fact  that  `idolatrous' 
person  may  not  consider  his  or  her  behaviour  idolatrous  at  all  because  of  the  different 
definitions  adopted.  And  the  different  practices  need  not  mean  a  difference  in  belief. 
In  fact,  most  Jews  would  accept  the  monotheistic  belief  of  the  `one  God',  just  as  Paul 
and  the  `strong'  do.  But  this  is  the  crucial  point  of  departure:  how  they  apply  that 
belief  in  their  practical  life  may  be  very  different,  as  the  Jewish  authors  mentioned  in 
both  chapters  three  and  four  show. 
This  led  to  the  question  of  how  Jews  maintained  their  discipline,  particularly  in 
the  Diaspora.  A  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  shows  that  the  Jewish  Diaspora 
organised  themselves  into  assemblies  during  the  Hellenistic-Roman  age.  Various 
terms  of  description  testify  to  this  reality.  Further,  the  evidence  also  indicates  that 
these  Jewish  assemblies  either  elected  or  appointed  their  own  leaders  to  preside  over 
their  meetings  and  adjudicate  their  controversies  and  manage  their  affairs.  To  that 
degree,  we  have  concluded  that  Jews  in  the  Diaspora  were  independent  of  the  local 
3  This  is  seen  in  chapter  four  above.  See,  however,  Cheung  1999,  whose  thesis  is  based  on  a  mistaken 
view  that  Jews  always  abhorred  idols  and  abstained  from  idolatrous  practices. 
°  See  for  example  Halbertal  1998:  159-72. 366 
pagan  or  Gentile  authorities.  The  fact  that  the  Diaspora  Jews  organised  themselves 
into  assemblies  also  suggests  that  intellectual  leaders  in  the  assemblies  led  the  masses 
with  regard  to  issues  of  discipline,  and  in  our  case,  the  issue  of  idolatry.  The  Torah 
had  been  the  basis  for  the  Jews  with  regard  to  their  behaviour  vis-ä-vis  the  Gentile 
environment.  Our  study  of  the  violent  actions  of  the  Jews  against  those  who 
apostatised  and  committed  acts  of  idolatry  shows  that  the  issue  of  discipline  among  the 
Diaspora  Jews  was  handled  in  such  a  manner  as  to  ensure  that  the  Torah  was  not 
violated.  In  other  words,  the  `law'  constituted  the  `final'  court  of  appeal  for  Diaspora 
Jews.  And  violence  by  the  masses  could  be  used  when  official  sanctions  could  not  be 
imposed. 
The  question  of  leadership  and  discipline  among  the  Diaspora  Jews  helps  to 
enhance  our  understanding  of  1  Cor  8-10,  in  which  no  solution  or  resolution 
concerning  idol-meat  seems  to  be  in  sight.  In  order  to  resolve  the  issue,  Paul's 
authority/leadership  is  of  crucial  importance:  who  is  to  decide  what  constitutes 
idolatry?  We  see  that  Paul  not  only  re-affirms  his  apostolic  authority,  but  also  uses  his 
own  sacrifice  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'  to  give  up  their  rights  to  freely  eat  idol- 
meat.  He  further  appeals  to  the  biblical  history  of  Israel  to  drive  home  the  need  for  and 
basis  of  discipline  with  regard  to  idol-meat  (cf.  1  Cor  10.1-11).  This  question  of 
leadership  and  discipline  followed  our  discussion  of  Paul's  position  on  idolatry: 
idolatry  is  an  act  contrary  to  the  biblical  ancestral  tradition  and  a  participation  in  the 
table  of  8atµOvtct.  The  idolatrous  acts  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness  brought  about  their 
destruction,  despite  their  seemingly  spiritual  security  under  the  leadership  of  Moses. 
Thus,  Paul's  warning  to  the  `strong'  is  that  if  they  think  they  stand  (cf.  1  Cor  10.12), 
they  ought  to  be  careful  lest  they  fall.  The  implication  is  that  by  freely  eating  idol- 
meat  and  participating  in  the  worship  of  the  Gentile  Gods,  the  `strong'  incur  the  wrath 367 
of  God  and  so  run  the  risk  of  being  destroyed  as  well,  despite  their  seemingly  secure 
position  in  Christ.  5  His  solution  to  the  entire  saga  is  offered  in  the  example  of  Christ, 
who  is  embodied  in  his  own  apostolic  practice  of  self-sacrifice  and  self-abasement. 
Thus,  he  urges  the  `strong':  be  imitators  of  me  as  I  am  of  Christ  (1  Cor  11.1). 
8.2  The  answers  to  our  questions 
This  thesis  began  with  a  list  of  questions,  whose  answers  are  complex  but  not 
necessarily  insuperable.  First  of  all,  we  may  compare  the  positions  of  the  three  parties, 
namely,  the  `strong',  the  `weak',  and  Paul,  with  the  Diaspora  positions  on  idolatry.  In 
chapter  four,  we  have  seen  that  some  Jews  were  idolatrous  on  the  cognitive  level,  as 
represented  by  Artapanus  and  Pseudo-Aristeas.  Further,  evidence  from  inscriptions 
and  papyri  shows  that  there  were  Jews  who  did  not  seem  to  view  accommodation  to 
idolatry  as  something  objectionable,  even  though  it  is  evident  that  they  continued  to 
regard  themselves  as  Jews  and  remember  their  Jewish  heritage.  The  `strong'  in  1  Cor 
8-10  seem  to  reflect  a  somewhat  similar  attitude  or  behaviour.  For  example,  their 
slogans  in  1  Cor  8.4  that  idols  are  nothing  in  the  world,  and  that  there  is  no  God  but 
one,  seem  to  compare  well  with  the  attitude  of  many  of  the  Jews  surveyed  in  chapter 
three.  6  And  the  conceptual  overlap  in  the  minds  of  the  Diaspora  Jews  concerning  other 
peoples'  Gods,  as  evidenced  in  the  Letter  ofAristeas  (as  discussed  in  4.3),  seems  to 
parallel  the  thoughts  of  the  `strong'  as  their  slogan  `there  is  no  God  but  one'  suggests  a 
conceptual  overlap.  Thus,  while  the  `strong'  share  the  same  concept  about  that  `one 
God'  as  Philo,  they  have  an  entirely  different  practice  (see  4.4  above).  Their  temple 
s  Thus,  the  argument  that  I  Cor  8  and  10  deal  with  different  issues  is  weak.  Paul's  caution  that  the 
presence  of  the  `strong'  might  serve  as  an  encouragement  to  the  `weak'  to  eat  idol-meat  implies  that  the 
presence  of  the  `strong'  in  an  idol  temple,  even  if  they  do  not  actually  participate  in  the  worship  of  the 
Gods,  was  most  probably  seen  as  idolatrous  or  viewed  as  having  involved  some  form  of  idolatrous 
practice. 
6  The  use  of  the  term  ct&&  ov  also  suggests  Jewish  influence,  which  could  well  explain  the 
background  to  this  particular  slogan  (see  the  yvwßtg  of  the  `strong'  in  chapter  6.3  above). 368 
attendance  is  therefore  not  of  any  particular  concern  to  them,  just  like  those  Jews 
surveyed  in  chapter  4.6.1.  Hence,  we  have  suggested  in  chapter  four  that  they  could 
have  been  aware  of  the  LXX  ban  in  Exod  22.27  (see  4.2.3).  The  term  ct&uo%ov  is 
therefore  not  used  pejoratively  by  the  `strong'.  The  parallel  between  the  examples  of 
Diaspora  Jews'  accommodation  to  idolatry  and  that  of  the  `strong'  appears  clear. 
The  position  of  the  `weak'  seems  to  be  more  scrupulous.  For  Paul  tells  us  that 
they  were  accustomed  to  idols,  and  given  the  fact  that  Paul  is  constantly  making 
reference  to  them,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  they  abhor  idols.  They  would 
probably  view  any  acts  of  idolatry  as  objectionable  and  their  past  association  to 
idolatry  would  provide  them  with  the  reason  for  rejecting  idols.  In  chapter  three,  we 
have  examined  the  reactions  of  some  Diaspora  Jews  to  idolatry  and  found  them  to  be 
wholly  negative  and  condemning;  they  tended  to  ridicule,  reject,  and  pour  scorn  on 
idols  and  idol  makers.  While  there  is  no  explicit  mention  of  how  the  `weak'  react  to 
idolatry,  their  scruples  and  objections  may  be  seen  as  paralleled  to  those  of  the 
Diaspora  Jews  in  chapter  three.  In  other  words,  while  their  past  association  with  idols 
is  causing  them  to  be  wary  of  idols  and  idol-meat,  7  Jewish  influence  concerning  idols 
could  have  generated  in  them  a  scruple  that  did  not  permit  them  to  eat  idol-meat.  And 
their  conversion  to  Christ  had  most  likely  caused  them  to  adopt  a  more  stringent 
Jewish  stance  like  that  of  the  Diaspora  Jews  discussed  in  chapter  three.  Besides,  they 
could  be  simply  following  Paul's  instructions  in  his  previous  letter  (cf.  1  Cor  5.9-11). 
Paul's  position  seems  to  be  somewhat  complicated.  For  Paul  was  a  Jew,  and 
probably  held  a  position  that  was  informed  by  the  Diaspora  Jewish  reactions  against 
idolatry.  However,  he  has  become  a  believer  and  an  apostle  of  Jesus  Christ.  Even 
7  Their  ethnicity  is  not  the  question  here,  as  I  have  already  demonstrated  in  chapter  four  that  Jews  could 
still  be  idolatrous  even  though  they  may  regard  themselves  as  Jews. 369 
though  he  continues  to  abhor  idols,  the  reasons  are  no  longer  the  same  as  those  of  the 
Diaspora  Jews.  He  does  not  think  that  the  idols  are  nothing,  unlike  the  `strong'.  Nor 
does  he  simply  condemn  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  as  wrong  and 
contrary  to  the  law.  Paul  represents  a  new  position.  He  recognises  that  there  are  Gods 
and  lords  both  in  heaven  and  on  earth  (cf.  1  Cor  8.5)  while  holding  to  the  monotheistic 
confession  of  the  one  God  (cf.  1  Cor  8.6).  But  it  is  also  here  that  he  differs  from  the 
`strong'  over  the  one  God.  In  1  Cor  8.6,  he  appeals  to  the  confession  of  the  `strong' 
and  reminds  them  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  purpose  and  agent  of  creation  (6.3.3). 
Further,  his  concerns  are  twofold:  (1)  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  may 
become  a  stumbling  block  to  the  `weak',  leading  them  to  idolatry,  and  so  putting  a 
hindrance  to  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ;  8  and  (2)  the  idolatrous  behaviour  of  the 
`strong'  will  result  in  their  incurring  the  wrath  of  God  and  cause  them  to  run  the  risk of 
losing  their  eschatological  salvation.  Paul's  concerns  for  the  eschatological  salvation 
of  the  `strong',  and  the  advancement  (or  hindrance)  of  the  gospel,  are  then  interwoven 
into  an  argument  that  involves  his  defence  or  re-affirmation  of  his  apostolic  authority 
on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the  other  hand,  the  willing  surrender  of  his  apostolic  rights  to 
material  support  as  an  example  to  the  `strong'.  His  argument  for  his  apostolic 
authority  situates  him  in  a  position  of  leadership  again,  that  is,  he  is  the  founding  father 
of  the  Corinthian  assembly  and  one  who  imitates  Christ;  he  therefore  has  the  final 
authority  to  define  what  constitutes  idolatry  and  what  is  proper  Christian  behaviour.  In 
other  words,  as  the  founding  apostle  of  the  Corinthian  church,  Paul  sees  himself  as 
responsible  for  carrying  out  discipline  with  regard  to  idolatry  in  that  church.  For  the 
`strong',  their  `knowledge'  and  `freedom'  allow  them  to  eat  idol-meat  without 
scruples.  While  this  shows  that  they  (the  `strong')  have  a  self-understanding  as  Christ- 
8  Thus,  I  Cor  9.12  should  be  read  in  the  light  of  what  Paul  says  in  1  Cor  8.13,  and  his  willing  subjection 
of  his  freedom  to  the  status  of  others  in  I  Cor  9.19-24. 370 
believers,  for  Paul,  their  behaviour  is  idolatrous,  besides  lacking  in  love  and 
consideration  for  others  (cf.  1  Cor  8.1-3).  Their  attendance  at  pagan  temples, 
consumption  of  idol-meat  there,  and  their  possible  participation  in  pagan  rituals  render 
them  idolatrous  on  several  fronts.  Conceptually  the  `strong'  are  idolatrous  in  the  sense 
that  they  have  thought  the  true  God  to  be  the  same  as  the  God/s  pagans  worship. 
Further,  by  accusing  them  of  sharing  in  the  table  of  Satµdvta,  Paul  accuses  the 
`strong'  of  confusing  the  true  God  with  `demons'.  And  in  terms  of  the  re-interpreted 
biblical  history,  the  `strong'  have  abandoned  ancestral  tradition  and  breached  the  new 
covenant  of  Christ. 
Throughout,  Paul's  position  takes  a  different  twist  from  the  Jewish  tradition: 
Christ  and  his  gospel  are  the  ultimate  determinant  of  how  the  `strong'  should  behave 
with  regard  to  their  `freedom'  as  Christians.  And  even  if  the  `strong'  were  to  have  a 
right  self-understanding,  they  still  face  judgment  and  destruction  if  they  behave 
improperly,  that  is,  accommodating  to  idolatry  by  freely  eating  idol-meat  and  causing 
the  `weak'  to  fall,  and  so  putting  a  hindrance  to  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.  This 
argument  of  Paul  is  put  forward  with  an  intertextual  allusion  to  the  biblical  texts  which 
are  interwoven  here.  The  implication  is  strong:  the  Corinthian  `strong'  appeal  to  the 
Jewish  monotheistic  confession  of  the  one  God  and  other  slogans  for  their  behaviour, 
Paul  appeals  to  a  reinterpreted  biblical  history  to  show  the  important  role  the  centrality 
of  Christ  and  his  gospel  plays  in  the  issue  of  idolatry,  authority  and  Christian  discipline 
(i.  e.  with  regard  to  Christian  `freedom').  The  `freedom'  and  `knowledge'  of  the 
`strong'  are  being  countered  by  Paul's  imperative  to  imitate  him  as  he  is  an  imitator  of 
Christ.  This  leads  to  the  next  question  of  what  constitutes  the  foundation  of  ethical 
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8.3  A  possible  fresh  approach  to  understanding  Paul's  ethics? 
The  above  discussion  of  1  Cor  8-10  concludes  that  Paul  views  idolatry  as  an  act 
that  is  contrary  to  the  biblical  ancestral  tradition,  a  rebellious  act  that  involves 
partnership  with  Satµdvta  and  breaks  partnership  with  the  Lord,  an  unloving  act  that 
can  possibly  cause  a  `weaker'  fellow  believer  to  fall,  an  act  that  reflects  spiritual 
indiscipline  that  invites  God's  wrath  and  the  possible  loss  of  eschatological  salvation. 
For  Paul,  Christian  `freedom'  and  `knowledge'  of  the  one  God  and  the  insignificance 
of  idols  must  be  balanced  by  a  life  that  is  modelled  or  imitated  after  that  of  Christ  by 
imitating  Paul's.  9  And  such  a  life  involves  acts  or  patterns  of  behaviour  that  willingly 
subject  one's  `rights'  to  the  consideration  of  those  who  are  `weak'  in  their  `knowledge' 
and  `freedom'.  1°  Thus,  in  1  Cor  9,  Paul  sets  himself  as  an  example  by  explaining  to 
the  Corinthians  his  principles  for  living:  allow  the  status  of  others  to  determine  how 
one  should  behave,  with  the  ultimate  purpose  of  winning  them  to  the  gospel.  This 
ethical  principle  of  Paul  means  that  the  `law'  is  no  longer  to  be  the  basis  for  ethical 
behaviour,  but  rather  the  advancement  of  the  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.  Thus,  the  new 
paradigm  for  action  is  Christ/gospel/salvation/Paul.  This  raises  the  question  as  to 
whether  there  is  continuity  or  discontinuity  between  Paul  and  the  `law'.  Scholarship 
has  of  late  focused  on  the  continuity  between  Paul  and  the  law.  P.  J.  Tomson,  for 
example,  argues  that  in  1  Cor  9  Paul  expounds  his  rights  as  an  apostle  in  connection 
with  a  halakhic  saying  of  Jesus.  For  him,  Paul's  citation  of  Deut  25.4  constitutes  an 
appeal  to  the  law  and  Paul's  paraphrasing  of  various  OT  stories  is  directly  related  to 
Jewish  targumic  and  midrashic  tradition.  "  Similarly,  though  not  entirely  from  the 
same  approach,  Brian  Rosner  says  that  when  Paul  argues  against  the  law,  it  is  only  the 
Cf.  Hays  1996:  41-43. 
10  Their  'conscience',  in  this  case,  would  be  sensitive  to  what  the  `strong'  do  and  how  they  live. 
11  Tomson  1990:  77-78. 372 
legal  requirements  for  salvation  that  he  is  opposing.  Apart  from  that,  Paul  does  not 
repudiate  the  law.  12  Eckhard  J.  Schnabel  maintains  that  when  Paul  exhorts  the 
Galatians  to  love  one  another,  he  is  saying  that  love  as  the  law  is  in  its  entirety  the 
expression  of  the  will  of  God.  13  While  many  parts  of  the  Torah  have  no  factual 
validity,  Schnabel  argues,  `the  Torah  remains  the  revelation  of  God's  will  in  its  new 
relation  to  Jesus  Christ'.  14  The  Christian  is  therefore  not  `absolved'  from  fulfilling  the 
Torah  as  the  `law  of  Christ'.  15  The  argument  of  Paul  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1  is  therefore 
theocentric.  This  has  implications  for  our  understanding  of  Paul's  ethics. 
Are  Paul's  ethics  based  on  the  law,  so  that  his  instructions  for  Christian 
conduct  are  but  lessons  from  the  Jewish  scriptures?  Or  are  they  fundamentally 
different  from  the  Law?  To  put  it  another  way,  is  there  continuity  between  Paul  and 
the  law?  If  there  is  continuity,  how  then  does  Paul  determine  ethical  Christian 
behaviour?  David  Horrell  had  recently  argued  that  Paul  accepts  the  legitimacy  of  the 
right  of  the  `strong'  to  eat  idol-meat  and  does  not  rule  out  participating  in  pagan  temple 
activities.  16  What  Paul  offers  is  his  own  example  of  giving  up  his  legitimate  rights  in 
the  interest  of  others,  an  act  that  is  modelled  after  the  Christ-like  pattern.  While  Paul 
agrees  with  the  theological  principles  of  the  `strong'  in  eating  idol-meat,  he  argues  for 
a  different  ethical  conduct  that  is  founded  upon  a  `christological  praxis',  a  pattern  of 
action  shaped  by  the  self-giving  of  Christ.  Although  Horrell  points  out  an  important 
paradigm  which  Paul  is  shaping,  he  has  not  taken  into  consideration  the  fact  that  Paul 
12  Rosner  1995a:  7;  cf.  Hotz  1995:  51-57. 
13  Schnabel  1995:  272. 
14  Schnabel  1995:  273. 
13  Schnabel  1995.272. 
16  Horrell  1997a:  83-114. 373 
seems  to  view  the  behaviour  of  the  `strong'  as  constituting  idolatry  (1  Cor  10.14),  and 
his  frequent  correction  of  the  theological  basis  of  the  `strong'. 
Our  study  suggests  that  there  may  be  a  fresh  approach  towards  understanding 
Paul's  basis  for  ethical  behaviour:  while  Paul  applies  aspects  of  the  OT  at  various 
points  in  his  argument,  he  seems  to  reinterpret  them.  Could  it  be  that  Paul,  having 
converted  to  the  gospel,  is  now  appealing  to  biblical  history  only  when  it  serves  to 
highlight  the  ethical  Christian  behaviour?  This  could  be  seen  in  his  insistence  that  he 
is  no  longer  under  God's  `law',  meaning  the  Torah,  but  under  Christ's  `law'  (1  Cor 
9.21),  meaning  the  `law'  of  love  which  he  expounds  elsewhere  (cf.  Gal  5.13;  6.2). 
And  if  we  were  to  view  Paul's  use  of  the  OT  as  primarily  the  scripture  of  God  for  life, 
to  be  interpreted  and  understood  in  terms  of  the  Christ-event  and  his  love,  then  there  is 
little  justification  to  posit  that  there  is  continuity  between  Paul  and  the  'law'.  17 
Although  1  Cor  8-10  does  not  raise  the  question  of  the  law  in  an  exhaustive  or 
extended  manner,  the  point  Paul  makes  seems  to  hang  on  the  gospel,  and  the 
expression  of  the  gospel  of  Christ  in  the  life  of  the  Christian  community  in  Corinth. 
Thus,  we  may  begin  to  re-examine  Paul's  ethics  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  Paul 
reinterprets  the  Jewish  scripture  to  advance  the  gospel,  not  so  much  to  continue  the 
Torah-requirements.  18  In  other  words,  Paul  has  carefully  moved  the  basis  for  action 
from  law  to  Christ,  thus  defining  for  the  Corinthian  church  what  is  distinctively 
Christian  action.  And  it  is  in  this  sense  that  the  present  proposal  for  understanding  1 
Cor  9  may  make  a  fresh  contribution  to  understanding  the  ethics  of  Paul  in  general, 
and  in  1  Corinthians  in  particular. 
1'  Even  if  we  pick  out  all  the  statements  in  Paul's  letters  that  show  a  positive  attitude  to  the  `law',  in 
almost  every  case,  Christ  and  his  gospel  seem  to  be  the  main  subject,  not  the  'law'. 
18  Westerholm  1988:  198-209;  see  the  contrasting  essays  in  Rosner  1995b. 374 
8.4  Historical  re-construction:  ancient  Judaism  and  early  Christianity 
Our  study  above  has  other  implications,  namely,  our  understanding  of  ancient 
Judaism  and  early  Christianity  as  they  relate  to  idolatry.  Our  survey  in  chapter  one 
indicates  that  most  scholars  seem  to  take  for  granted  that  idolatry  was  abhorred  by  all 
Jews,  and  therefore  most  of  them  would  regard  the  `weak'  as  primarily  Gentile 
believers  on  the  basis  of  Paul's  statement  that  they  were  `accustomed'  to  idols  (1  Cor 
8.7).  There  seems  to  be  a  connection  between  idolatry  and  ethnicity:  all  Jews  reject 
idols;  all  Gentiles  are  idolatrous.  While  the  latter  clause  may  appear  representative  of 
most  Gentiles,  the  former  cannot  be  true,  as  our  discussions  in  chapters  two  and  four 
have  shown.  The  reason  for  the  generalised  conclusion  of  most  scholars  is  the  fact  that 
there  is  little  effort  in  discovering  what  constitutes  idolatry  for  the  Jews.  19  And  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  there  were  different  definitions  of  idolatry  for  different  Jews.  And 
there  are  varying  degrees  of  idolatry,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  way  Israelites  variously 
define  for  themselves  what  is  true  worship  and  how  different  Jews  could  justify 
practices  for  themselves.  20  But  this  is  not  particular  to  ancient  Judaism  alone.  In  fact, 
there  is  an  equally  ambiguous  understanding  of  what  constitutes  idolatry  in  early 
Christianity,  of  which  our  study  of  1  Cor  8.1-11.1  is  a  powerful  piece  of  evidence. 
Here  in  1  Cor  8.1-11.1  idolatry  appears  to  be  a  complex  issue  to  which  Paul  has  to 
devote  three  lengthy  chapters.  And  it  also  suggests  that  whatever  Jewish  influence  the 
Corinthians  might  have  had,  it  was  not  as  clear  as  we  might  want  it  to  be. 
What  our  investigations  indicate  is  that  our  understanding  of  how  ancient 
Judaism  and  early  Christianity  viewed  idolatry  cannot  be  easily  absolutised.  Nor  can 
19  See  for  example  Dunn  1991:  19-21  who  argues  that  in  the  post-exilic  period  Jewish  monotheism 
became  a  fundamental  dogma  of  Judaism.  But  monotheism  per  se  is  not  necessarily  the  opposing  side 
of  idolatry.  For  a  monotheist  could  view  all  other  Gods  as  expressions  of  the  `one  deity',  as  Hengel 
(1974,1.261-67)  has  ably  demonstrated. 
20  See  for  example  Halbertal  1998:  159-72. 375 
our  view  of  the  two  religions  be  based  on  a  generalised  notion  that  all  Jews  and 
Christians  in  the  Diaspora  abhorred  and  rejected  idolatry.  Ancient  Judaism  and  early 
Christianity  are,  after  all,  not  as  settled  and  stable  as  most  scholars  have  made  them  out 
to  be.  We  may  speak  of  `Judaism/s',  and  early  `believers'  in  Christ.  And 
`monotheistic'  Jews  and  Christians  need  not  be  free  from  `idolatry',  depending  on  our 
and  their  definition  of  these  terms.  The  implication  seems  to  be  that  it  would  be  wise 
to  avoid  an  `absolutised'  opinion,  and  adopt  a  more  `fluid'  idea  of  what  constitutes 
idolatry.  And  in  the  light  of  our  discussions  of  1  Cor  9,  and  of  the  leadership  and 
discipline  in  the  Diaspora  Jewish  assemblies,  it  appears  that  what  constitutes  idolatry  is 
to  a  great  extent  dependent  upon  who  has  the  authority  to  decide  what  constitutes 
idolatrous  behaviour. 376 
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